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League, that sensible and reasoned interpretation which lawyers 
are specially qualified to give, and compares it to the Consti- 
tution of the United States, ‘‘ which rejected the verbose and 
often futile minuteness of contemporary legislative enactment 
and laid out the main lines of the federated commonwealth 
largely and broadly, trusting to judicial interpretation to fill 
in the details.’’ But the analogy may not be altogether happy. 
General principles, if they form a fair field for judicial inter- 
pretation, give, too, a big target for legal attack. The United 
States has only just ‘‘ gone dry ’’ under what seems the clearest 
legislative provision, but at once attacks are launched against 
it on innumerable grounds, and some of the attackers seem 





quite hopeful of success 


The United States and the League. 

In THE present hesitant attitude of the United States 
towards the League the address of the United States Ambas- 
sador was specially welcome ‘The differences of opinion,”’ 
he said, ‘‘ which unhappily divide the people of my country 
at this moment with reference to the form and content of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations must not be taken as 
evidence of any unwillingness on their part to join the free 
peoples of the world in establishing just rules for international! 
conduct founded in reason and sanctioned by the common 
But was he right in ascribing to Lord 


approval of mankind.’ 
‘* it was almost as important to human 
a 


Coxe that saying that 
happiness that law should be certain as that it should be just.”’ 
That this is not to be found in Coxe we do not affirm ; but in 
1 Vern., at p. 18, Lord Nortincuam attributes to 
Water, C.B., the very similar saying: ‘‘ It is no matter what 
the law is, so it be known what it is.”” NHowever, whether this 
is Coxe’s or not, the ancients had great. wisdom, and founded 
in national affairs the reign of law which is now taking shape 
in international affairs. The addresses of Sir Ropert YOuNGER 
and Sir Joun Macpone.ut we hope to refer to hereafter. 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 

Tre cause lists for the present sittings are similar in figures 
to those for last Easter sittings, save that the King’s Bench 
Division shows a substantial drop, due, it is to be presumed, to 
successful grappling with business during sittings. Here 
the present total number is 777 as against 1,000 In the 
Court of Appeal it is now 170 as against 168 last sittings, and 
in the Chancery Division 257 as against 284 then. The P. D. 
and A, list, as ysual, is swollen with divorce cases, most of them 
undefended, and the total in this division is now 1,576, as 
against 1,451 last sittings. The figures all round are substan- 
tially bigger than a year ago when they were: C.A., 96; C.D., 
182; K.B.D., 684; and P. D. and A., 917. 


The Title of Purchasers Against a Trustee in 

Bankruptcy. 

THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Re Gunshourg (ante, 
p. 498) raises once more the question of the title of a trustee 
in bankrupt y against a bond fide purchaser for value which it 
might be thought had been disposed of by Re Carter and 
Kenderdine’s Contract (1897, 1 Ch 776) and Re Hart (1912, 
3 K. B. 6); but on this occasion, in spite of the emphatic dis- 
senting judgment of Youncer, L.J., the bond fide purchaser 
has failed to obtain protection In Carter and Kenderdine it 
was held that a voluntary settlement was not, under section 
17 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (now section 42 of the Act of 
1914), void against the trustee in bankruptcy of the settlor 
from its date, but only from the time when the trustee’s title 
accrues, and hence a bond fide purchaser under a purchase 
before that time obtains a good title against the trustee. In 
other words, the settlement is not initially void against the 
trustee, but only voidable, and it does not become void until 
there is a trustee who can take advantage of the defect. 
Similarly a Lond fide purchaser for value is protected against 
having his purchase upset under 13 Eliz. c. 5: Halifar Joint 
Stock Banking Co. v. Gledhill (1891, 1 Ch. 31) But Carter 
und Kenderdine admitted the doctrine of the relation back 








of the trustee’s title, so that apparently the purchaser was only 
protected if he took before the act of bankruptcy. Hence in 
Re Hart (supra) Puittimore, J., held that a purchaser after 
the act of bankruptey had no title against the trustee, contend- 
ing that he took without notice. If the sale had been of land, 
this could hardly have occurred ; but it was a sale of shares, and 
no investigation of the vendor’s title was made. But the Court 
of Appeal held that the doctrine of relation back ought not to 
be applied in such circumstances. In Carter and Kenderdine 
(supra) Linpiey, L.J., had said that the consequence contended 
for by the trustee in that case was shocking to good sense, and 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., adopted this expression in Re Hart. 
[t was permissible to consider what the consequences of_relation 
back would be when no investigation of the title of the trans- 
feror was possible, and since these consequences would be such 
that ‘‘ good sense ’’ would be “‘ shocked,’’ the Court applied 
an equitable construction and protected the purchaser. 


Bona-fide Sub-Purchasers. 

THE PRESENT case of Re Gunsbourg (supra) presents the 
same problem under a different aspect. Here the original 
assignment by the bankrupt was itself an act of bankruptcy, of 
which the assignees were aware, and hence they obtained no 
title; but they subsequently sold to a purchaser for value, and 
the question was whether this subsequent purchaser—in fact 
there was more than one resale—was protected. The original 
sale was in September, 1917, but it was not till February, 1919, 
that this was declared to be an act of bankruptcy. Another 
act of bankruptcy was committed later in September, 1917, 
on which a receiving order was made in October, 1917. 
All the further sales appear- to have been  subse- 
quent to the receiving order. The majority of the Court of 
Appeal (Lord SternpaLe, M.R., and Warrineton, L.J.) 
held that in these circumstances the doctrine of relation back 
applied, so that the original transferees never got any title, 
and consequently they were unable to confer any title, and so 
through all the succession of sub-purchasers. They followed 
the principle of the application of that doctrine laid down in 
Re Pollitt (1873, 1 Q. B. 455), and Re Hirth (1899, 1 Q. B: 
613), and declined to introduce any such equitable principle as 
was resorted to in Re Hart (supra). Youncer, L.J., on the 
contrary, held that the case was one for the application of the 
equitable principle, and he would have continued the 
ameliorating process formerly pursued by the Court of Appeal 
in Carter and Kenderdine and Re Hart ; but either the circum- 
stances and the law were too strong to the contrary, or the 
tendency of the Court of Appeal has been reversed. The law, 
however, can hardly be left in this position. 


A Malay Judgment. 

Law, LIke war, will soon be an education in geography. 
Do all our readers know where the State of Perak is? In 
Harrop v. Harrop (1920, W. N. 209) an action to enforce 
a judgment of a Perak court came before Mr. Justice 
SANKEY. Perak is, as a matter of fact (though nothing 
is said of this in the report), one of the four Malay 
States included in what are known as the Federated Malay 
States, there being five other Malay States still not included 
in any federation. All these States are under British pro- 
tection, and, in fact, form an anomalous class among pro 
tectorates. The plaintiff in //arrop v. Harrop had obtained 
an order from a local magistrate in Perak against her husband 
for the maintenance of herself and her child, and this had 
been affirmed by the higher court in Perak. By section 41 of 
the local statute—the Small Offence Enactment, 1898—‘‘ on 
the application of any person receiving or ordered to pay 4 
monthly allowance under the provisions of section 40, and on 
proof of a change in the circumstances of such person, his 
wife, or child, the magistrate may make such alteration in the 
allowance ordered as he may think fit.’’ Mr. Justice SANKEY 


held that the judgment was not “ final and conclusive,’ as 
** foreign ”’ 
enforced in English courts. 


judgments are required to be in order to be 
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, decision was that the power conferred on the magistrate of 


altering the allowance made the judgment other than ‘‘ final 
and conclusive.’’ The point was also taken by the defendant 
that the judgment was given in a criminal proceeding, but this 
it was unnecessary to decide. 


Meaning of ‘‘ Foreign” Judgment. 

It was admitted, in the course of the proceedings in Harrop 
v. Harrop that 
‘ foreign ’’ judgment, although Perak is under British pro 


(supra) the judgment sued on was a 


tection. It could hardly be contended that a judgment of a 
Perak court was not that of a ‘‘ foreign ’’ court, as the expres 
sion is used in the law relating to the subject of enforcing 
foreign judgments in England; for even the courts of British 
Crown Colonies are treated as ‘‘ foreign ’’ for this purpose, as 
well as courts of self-governing Dominions. The question, 
therefore, could not well arise whether these protected Malay 
States are or are not parts of the British Empire. If they are 
in status more akin to British colonies than protected States 
like the Native States in India—and this seems to be the case 
—it is somewhat of a legal and constitutional anomaly that 
there should be no shorter or better way of enforcing such a 
judgment than by bringing a formal action on it in the 
English courts. The present case illustrates the need for im: 
proved procedure in enforcing judgments of all courts through- 
out the Empire in jurisdictions outside those in which they 
have been obtained. The case is also of interest as an example 
of attempted enforcement in England of the judgment 
obtained in a court of a territory which is—in form, at any 
rate—a protectorate, and not a colony . 


Right of Hearing. 

Ir nas long been an established rule of our common law 
that, in the absence of an express statutory provision to the 
contrary, every tribunal created by statute or otherwise must 
act in accordance with the principles of ‘‘ natural justice ”’ 
Re Willett (Bentwich, Privy Council Practice, p. 26). The 
leading case just quoted arose in connection with a Colonial 
court, and now in The Chelston (Times, 2nd inst.) the Presi- 
dent of the Admiralty Division has just had to consider a 
similar point arising out of Canadian legislation, but 
curiously enough, within the jurisdiction of our Admiralty 
Court. The Canadian Shipping Act of 1908 amends within 
the limits of Canadian jurisdiction the Imperial Merchant 
Shipping Acts, which are expressly enacted for the whole 
Empire. How far such a legislative amendment by a self- 
governing Dominion is intra vires of its constitutional powers 
is an interesting point which some day or other will arise 
in a form that requires a definitive decision ; in the present 
case it was not necessary to decide any such point, inasmuch 
as the Court was able to base its judgment on grounds which 
applied equally, whether or not the Canadian statute is good 
law. The point was whether a master’s certificate had been 
properly suspended for three months by a Canadian “i Court 
of Formal Investigation ’’ (the analogue of our British 
‘ Wreck Commissioners ’’), which heard the case by virtue of 
powers conferred by the Canadian statute. Now, section 36 
of the Canadian Shipping Act provides that ‘‘ A certificate 
[of a master] shall not be cancelled or suspended unless the 
holder of the certificate has had an opportunity of making 
The question decided by the President was 
whether or not this condition precedent had been observed by 
the Canadian ‘‘ Court of Formal Investigation,’’ and he 
decided that it had not. He therefore ordered the restoration 
to the master of his British certificate. The same result would 
have followed had the President held that the Canadian 
statute was ui/tra vires; for in that case the principles of 
British justice would have applied, and one cardinal principle 
of our law always has been that no court, tribunal, or private 
body (such as a club), exercising quasi-judicial powers, can 
adopt rules of procedure which do not give the defendant an 


Opportunity of Defence. 

3UT IT is one thing to say that a party penalised must first 
be given an opportunity of defending himself; it is quite 
another thing to decide how far this rule has been broken in 
the actual circumstances of the case. The Chelston is, there- 
fore, an exceptionally interesting decision, for its facts illus- 
trate exactly what the Court means by an ‘ opportunity of 
and there are very few decisions which elucidate 
Here the Court held its, usual formal 
wreck of The Chelston at St. Paul’s 


defence,’”’ 
this important point 
the 


investigation into 


Island, Gulf of St. Lawrence. The proper witnesses were 
called and examined, including the master and the chief 
officer The hearing had been expedited to suit the master’s 


convenience, as he was to sail next day, and after the hearing 
of this evidence the Court adjourned to consider its findings. 
These included a finding that the master had “‘ erred gravely 
in judgment in certain navigational action he had taken. 
Upon this finding the Court proceeded to suspend his certifi 
No formal charge had ever been preferred against the 
master—although, of course, he must have known that his 
conduct would be the subject of consideration by the Court. 
This specific error of judgment had not been alleged against 
him, and he had not been asked to answer it Now, in these 
circumstances, it might reasonably be argued—-and was, in 
fact, argued the President—that the master had 
received ample opportunity of making his defence. When a 
ship is lost the master is primd facie responsible by custom, 
both in the Navy and in the Merchant service, until an expla- 
nation of its loss is given which rebuts the presumption oi 
error on his part Hence, if a court of inquiry into the loss 
is held, it follows that the master is aware that he is ‘‘ on his 
trial,’’ so to speak He naturally meets any suggestion of 
negligence or error of judgment which may arise in the 
questions put him, whether in first examination or in cross- 
examination. Therefore the Canadian court did not take a 
very unreasonable view in thinking that the master must be 
deemed to have had ‘‘ constructive notice’’ of the charges 
against him, and that his appearance in the witness-box gave 
him an opportunity of replying to them. But that is not 
enough, as the President has now decided, There must be 
precise charge given to the defendant 
such charge and subjected to 


cate 


before 


formal notice of a 
before he can be found guilty of 
penalties. It is gratifying to find—-in these days, when 
D.O.R.A. is hardly yet a memory —that so broad a view of 
liberty and natural justice can express itself in the judgment 


of our Admiralty Court. 


The Duty of a Motgqrist. 

Customs aNp ways have altered much since a mid-Victoriat 
judge expressed it as his opinion that a vehicle must be so 
driven “‘ that a blind man, a deaf man, or a lame man’’ can 
cross the road in safety. Nowadays, as Mr. Justice DarLine 
once wittily expressed it, there are only two classes of foot- 
the quick and the dead. But one doctrine widely 


passengers : 
vehicle-drivers especially 


spread amongst all classes of 
amongst motorists—has just received vigorous animadversion 
at the hands of Mr. Justice SHEARMAN. We refer to the belief 
generally entertained that a motorist’s legal duty to sound 
his horn is an order to foot-passengers to get out of his way 

not a warning to them of his nearness. Of course, a motorist 
who has blown his horn is not, thereupon, entitled to assume 
that foot-passengers will keep out of his way, or to ride them 
down if they fail to do so. He must take care not to ride 
over them, whether or not they take any notice of his horn, 
If he ride over a foot- passenger who has ignored his horn, 
then he is liable either for the crime of assault or for the tort of 
negligence, according to whether he has acted deliberately in 
riding down the wayfarer, or has not taken sufficient pains to 
avoid doing so. In Cogger v. London General Omnibus Co 
(Times. 2nd inst.) SHearMAN, J., has laid down this 
not as a mere ohiter dictum, but as the 


yu at 


principle in clear term 
basis of his decision 





opportunity of defending himself. 
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The New Scottish Judge. 


Tue King has been pleased, on the recommendation of the 
Secretary for Scotland, to approve the appointment of Mr. 
Joun Wixtson, K.C., at present Sheriff of Perthshire, to be one 
of His Majesty's judges in Scotland, in room of the late Lord 
GuTHRIE. Born in 1857, the new judge was educated at the 
High School of Edinburgh and its University, so that yet 
another judge comes from the High School. In 1849 ten out 
of the thirteen judges of the Court of Session were educated 
at that famous seminary. They were: Lord Justice Clerk 
Hore, Lords Cockspurn, FuLLerton, JErrrey, MacKenzie, 
Mepwyn, Moncretrr. Murray, Ropertson and Woop. Mr 
Witson was called to the Scottish Bar in 1885, and to the 
English Bar in 1900. In 1898 Mr. Witsown took silk, and was 
in 1900 appointed Sheriff of Caithness, Orkney and Shetland 
In 1905 he was appointed Sheriff of Inverness, Elgin, and 
Nairn; in 1912 he became Sheriff of Renfrew and Bute; and 
in 1917 he was promoted to the Sheriffship of Perth, which is 
always regarded as a sure stepping-stone to the Bench. In 
fact, it is said that the Sheriff of Perthshire never dies. 

Mr. W' ison has enjoyed a very extensive practice at the Bar 
in all kinds of work. He is both an eloquent and resourceful 


pleader and a deadly cross-examiner; while his wide 
knowledge of, and acquaintance with, case law made 
him a familiar figure in the Inner House of the 
Court of Session, where he was listened to with patience 


and respect Ile had great experience of Parliamentary Bills 
both in London and in Edinburgh: in these he was easily the 


largest employed Scottish counsel Whatevér spare time he 


had was filled in with arbitrations, and in these he was 
uniformly successful Even the party who lost admitted he 
had got justice A few years—it was in 1893--after he 
was called to the Bar he was briefed as a “‘ junior ’’ to defend 
MONSON in a case that was universally known as ‘‘ The Ardla 
mont Mystery whom he got off ‘not proven . This case 
lasted ten days, and attracted enormous attentic: Mr 
WILson is the only counsel except one, Mr. Lorimer, K.C., 
now living, either for the Crown or for the defence. who 


appeared in that famous trial, and the judge who tried it, the 
late Lord Justice Clerk Macpvona.Lp, died a year or two ago 

Mr. WI son is a strong Conservative, and on two occasions 
he contested seats for his Party with much ability, although un 
successfully In 1885 he contested Leith Burghs, and 
in 1896 Montrose Burghs Mr WILson’s appoint- 
ment as a judge has been hailed with great satis 
faction both in and out of the profession, as he is a man 
who enjoys great and well-deserved popularity. His erudite 
learning, his wide knowledge of legal principles, his extensive 
acquaintance with case law, coupled with a remarkable 
memory to apply it—all these qualities will combine to make 
him a tower of strength to the Scottish Bench. The chorus 
of approval from all quarters at his appointment has been 
phenomenal, and no promotion in the legal profession in 
Scotland for some years has been hailed with anything like 
the same universal satisfaction. : 








Collateral and Inconsistent 
Agreements. 


ConTRACTS are sometimes—nay, often—contained in more 
than one document, and occasionally a ‘‘ documentary ”’ con- 
‘ract can be supplemented by an oral one. But the limit 
within which a contract may be constituted by more than the 
contents of a single document must be carefully observed. 
Perhaps the most frequent cases in which a “‘ collateral ”’ 
contract is sought to be relied on are those in which the main 
contract is embodied in a deed or a bill of exchange (including 
negotiable instruments generally). One general rule may be 
said to be that the collateral agreement must not contradict 
the main agreement. With reference to bills of exchange, a 
leading case on this point is Vew London Credit Syndicate v. 








Neale (1898, 2 Q. B, 487), and the headnote to that case is as 
follows: Evidence of a contemporaneous oral agreement to 
renew a bill of exchange is inadmissible on the ground that 
its effect would be to contradict the terms of the written instru- 
ment. The pith of the ratio decidendi of the case is con- 
tained in these words of Lord Justice A. L. Smitu: 
‘* Although the written document states that the bill is to 
be met upon a day certain, the parol evidence is that it is not 
to be then met. Nothing is more clearly settled than that 
evidence of such an agreement is not admissible.’ 

The principle of which Vew London Credit Syndicate v. 
Neale is an illustration applies equally to deeds. An oral 
agreement, or an agreement not under seal, cannot be given in 
evidence to contradict a deed. If the deed is a covenant to pay, 
a collateral agreement not under seal cannot be set up if it is 
simply an agreement not to pay. This is not a question of 
construction-of finding what the contract really is—but of 
whether the person who has in one form contracted to do a 
certain thing is to be allowed to give evidence that by a con- 
tract in another form he is to be considered as not bound to 
do that particular thing. 

The word used in the above examples, and most apt to 
express the relation between a contract to pay and a contract 
that payment need not be made, is ‘‘ contradict ’’—the 
collateral agreement must not ‘‘ contradict ’’ the main agree- 
ment, The question then arises whether it is only absolute 
and positive contradiction that debars the collateral agree- 
ment from being looked at for the purpose of varying the 
main agreement, or whether any, and if so what, degree of 
inconsistency short of absolute contradiction can be admitted 
to vary the main agreement. For instance, would an agree- 
ment be admissible to shew that only half the face value of 
the bill of exchange was to be paid? Apparently not, since 
this would be a degree of inconsistency which is covered by 
the principle on which Vew London Credit Syndicate v. Neale 
was decided. A case of this sort, relating to an agreement 
varying the terms of a contract by deed, which has occurred 
recently in the Australian Courts, is particularly instructive by 
reason of a difference in judicial opinion on the point arising 
for decision. 

The case referred to is Hoyt’s Proprietary v. Spencer (1919, 
19 Stat. Rep. (N.S.W.) 200), which came before the Supreme 
Court of New South Wales on demurrer, or what would under 
the Judicature Acts practice be an argument of a point of 
law, the point of law being whether evidence of a collateral 
agreement could be given which was inconsistent with the 
terms of a covenant in a lease. Defendant was lessee of a 
picture theatre and sub-leased to plaintiffs by a lease which 
(the land being registered land) on registration had the effect 
of a deed, as though actually under seal. The term of the 
sub-lease was four years, but there was a proviso by which 
the defendant might terminate the sub-lease by four weeks’ 
notice. Under this clause the defendant did determine the 
tenancy by giving four weeks’ notice, and the action was 
brought for damages, the plaintiffs alleging that the defen- 
dant. had agreed not to give notice during the term of four 
years unless requested by the head-lessors to do so. The 
point of law argued was whether this alleged agreement could 
be set up as a valid defence to the action, and was stated in 
one of the judgments (that of Mr. Justice Gorpon) as follows: 
‘* Can a lessee, who has under seal executed a lease giving to 
the lessor certain powers of terminating that lease, be allowed 
to give in evidence and claim damages for the breach of a parol 
or written agreement antecedent to that lease, which prevents 
the lessor from enforcing those powers either at all or in the 
way provided for in the lease.’’ The Court decided, by a 
majority, that the collateral agreement could not be set up, 
and that the defendant was entitled to give the notice as pro- 
vided by the sub-lease. 

The ground of the decision was that the stipulations in the 
sub-lease and the collateral agreement were in conflict. The 
Chief Justice said: ‘‘ Reading the agreement side by side 
with the stipulation in the lease, I see no escape from the 
conclusion, though the contrary was strenuously argued, that 
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the two are radically in conflict. The lease gives the lessor 
the right at his own sole volition to resume possession after 
the expiration of the stipulated notice; the agreement nega 
tives that right, substituting something essentially different, 
viz., @ right arising only upon a request and requirement 
made by the head-lessors.’’ This state of circumstances dis 
tinguished the present case from the numerous reported cases 
where collateral agreements were upheld, a condition of the 
validity of such agreements being that they must not be 
‘ inconsistent ’’ with the main agreement. 

The dissenting judgment of Mr. Justice Fercuson put the 
question thus: ‘‘ Can the lessor bind himself by saying: ‘ If 
you will give me the power to do this, I promise that I will 
not exercise the power unless my landlord requires me to do 
so?’ Does it matter that the only consideration for the pro- 
mise is the execution of the document that gives him the 
power? Does it matter that the document is a deed?’’ Mr. 
Justice Fercuson further expressed the opinion that the prin- 
ciple which invalidated a collateral agreement merely on the 
ground of inconsistency was unsound “‘ so far as its applica- 
tion to a case such as the present is concerned.’’ He thought 
there was no element of a complete contract wanting in the 
defendant’s agreement not to enforce his rights under the 
sub-lease. He thought, therefore, that a good cause of action 
was disclosed in the plaintiffs’ claim for damages. 

Seeing that the “ inconsistency ’’ of the collateral agree- 
ment was admitted, it is a little difficult to acquiesce in the 
view which would allow an absolutely contradictory agree- 
ment to be invalid, but wouid refuse to set the same stamp of 
invalidity on an agreement that was inconsistent, in the sense 
that both agreements could not stand together, and were only 
in the merest logical sense non-contradictory. Perhaps the 
weakest spot in the arguments for the view upheld by Mr. 
Justice Fercuson is the disregard of the position of eminence 
assigned in English law to the contract evidenced by deed. 
The majority judgments in fact could well rest on this ground 
alone, apart from any necessity for placing ‘‘ inconsistency ”’ 
on the same level as ‘‘ contradiction.’’ There can hardly be 
any doubt that //oyt’s Proprietary v. Spencer would have been 
decided in England as it has been decided in New South 
Wales. If this Australian decision is sound—and it appears 
to be so—it constitutes a valuable contribution to this branch 
of law by laying down the rule that a collateral agreement 
by parol must not only not contradict, but must not be sub 
stantially inconsistent with, the main agreement under seal. 
A corollary from this would be that the principle of Veu 
London Credit Syndicate v. Neale is extended to cover cases 
of inconsistency as well as contradiction, But where there is 
ne inconsistency, a parol agreement may well be enforced. 
On this Erskine v. Adeane (L. R. 8 Ch. 756) is a leading 
authority, and the cases are conveniently collected in the new 
edition—-the seventh-of Mr. Repman’s ‘ Landlord and 
Tenant ’’ (pp. 198-200). 


Marriage Law in Scotland. 


Pusiic attention has recently been drawn to the Scots law of 
marriage in quite a number of diverse ways. The discussions on 
divorce in the House of Lords and iin the House of Commons, as 
well as the celebrated Datmeny suit. in Edinburgh, have brought 
prominently before English lawyers the fact that m Scotland, ever 
since the Reformation, divorce has been granted at the suit of 
either husband or wife for either of two causes—adultery alone or 
desertion for four years unsupported by any other form of matm 
monial misconduct. Refusal to obey a decree for the restitution 
of conjugal rights constitutes desertion, but cannot be relied of 
to form a decree until four years have elapsed. Wilful and unjus 
tifiable refusal of conjugal rights for the requisite period (1.¢ 
four years) is also statutory desertion, so that in such cases the 
English fiction of ‘‘ impotency,”’ and a consequent decree of nullity 
—which eight years ago Sir Samuet Evans attempted to extend 
and regularise, only to be upset in the Court of Appeal—is not 
necessary in Scotland. Whether the sanctity of marriage has been 
diminished or increased by the greater phiability of the Scots 
divorce law is a moot question we cannot discusse here 

But it may be pointed out that the whole legal status and 





ceremony is required 


night or day in Scotland 
in any way in which legal evidence can be adduced in a Court of 
Law, and a decree of ‘‘ declaration of marriage ”’ 
In practice, however, questions of evidence are so important that 
a distinction has gradually grown up between three kinds of mar 








conception of the marriage relationship is different in the two 
countries. The Scots law of marriage is founded on the old 
Roman law, which was adopted in Scotland at the Reformation as 
the basis of the whole law of the country, civil and consistorial. 
In England, on the other hand, marriage continued after the 
Reformation to be governed by the Canon Law of the Church, 
and the jurisdiction over marriage remained in the Ecclesiastical 
Courts Two statutes, indeed, have altered this One was the 
famous Harpwickk Marriage Act of 1753. which put an end to the 
simple old rule by which any boy of fourteen and girl of twelve 
could be married anywhere at any time by any clerk in holy 
orders without banné of notice or consent of parents This 
famous and revolutionary Act was brought in by Lord Chancellor 
Harpwicke at the wish of Greorce IT., enraged by the daring elope- 
ment of the beautiful Lady Saran Lennox, destined to be the 
Prince of Wales's bride, with the famous Whig politician Henry 
Fox, the first Lord Hotianp, rival of Cuatnam, and father of the 
still more famous Cartes James Fox, the rival of CuaTHam’s 
son. Macavtay has told graphically the story of Henry Fox’s 
bitter opposition in the House of Commons to a Bill which he re- 
He left his party through 
resentment of the support they gave it, and, after trying in vain 
every art of obstruction in the rudimentary form then alone 
understood on the floor of the House of Commons, finally became 
the bitter enemy of official Whigism 

A second statute, too, has altered the position of marriage in 
England—namely, the Divorce Act of 1857, which took away the 
jurisdiction of the Ecclesiastical Courts in matrimonial matters, 


garded as a personal slight to himself 


and permitted, for the first time, a legal divorce a vinculo matri- 
moniu as distinct from the divorce a mensd et thoro 6.@.. judicial 
separation, which alone the Ecclesiastical Courts permitted. It is 
true that in practice the rich could obtain a decree dissolving the 
but only—as in Ireland and Canada to this day—by 
the mechanism of a private Act of Parliament following on a 
crim, con. action in the common law courts, and a divorce a 
mens’ et thoro in ‘the Ecclesiastical Courts. Thus two suits 
at law in different courts and a private Act overruling the law 
of the land were, until 1857, the essential conditions precedent to 
an English divorce. GLapsTone, as we all know, opposed on High 
Anglican grounds the Act of 1857, with a strain of argument and 
eloquence loftier and more disinterested than the opposition of 
Henry Fox to the Harpwicke Act, but equally unavailing 

Save for these great changes, and some minor statutory altera 
tions in Our marriage laws, e¢.g., the Married Women's Property 
Acts, our English law of marriage has still remained, as before the 
Reformation, essentially a branch of Ecclesiastical Law The 


marriage ; 


status of marriage has been that of a religious sacrament Hence 
the entrance to this status has been by means of a religious cere- 
[rue, later statutes have permitted 


mony performed by a priest 


secular marriages before the registrar and Dissenting marriages 
y a Free Church minister, but these statutory, excep 


performed 
tions have only emphasised the rule Now, in Scotland this has 
not been the case at all since the Reformation 
In Scotland, since the days of Jonn Knox, marriage has been 
purely a oivil contract It is one of a class of contracts known 
Roman Law as. Consensual. t.¢.. contracts which are com- 
pleted by the mere consent of the parties, without the necessity 


of any ceremonial requisites such as a deed or written instrument, 
or ceremonial performance in public In other words, marriage 


Scots law what in England we should call a contract No 
All that as necessary is that 


is DV 


(1) The parties should be competent to contract (A_ boy 

at fourteen, a girl at twelve, are in Scots law ‘‘ minors,’’ as 
distinct from ‘* pupils,’’ and can contract a marriage without 
the consent of :parents or guardians. ) 

(2) The parties must be subject to Rots jurisdiction, i.¢ 
must have resided in Scotland for fourtéen days prior to the 
marriage 

(3) The parties must express an intention to marry in some 
inequivocal or unambiguous way, either by living together in 
such circumstances as to be reputed husband and wife, or by 
icknowledging each other as such in the presence of witnesses, 
or by such acknowledgment before a public functionary, 
namely, either a minister of religion or a sheriff 

Provided these three requisites are present, a marriage may 
ike place by mere consent at any place and at any hour of the 
Evidence of the marriage may be given 


can be obtained 


ive namely 
(L) Certificated marriages, in which the parties have 


marriage lines,”’ i.¢., a certificate of the minister who per- 
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formed the ceremony or of the sheriff. Such a marriage is pre | 


sumed without further proof on the production of the 
** marriage lines | 
(2) Marriage y acknowledgment in the presence of wit 
nesses The famous (;retna Green marriages, when the |} 
parties took either the other as husband or wife in the presence 
of the village blacksmith, were of this class | 
(3) Marriag y ‘‘ repute.’ These are proved by showing | 
that the parties have (a) cohabit 1 in the same dwelling, and 
(b) been reputed by all their neighbours to have been husband | 
and wife 
Now it is obvious that the last two classes of marriages are open 
to dispute, and create difficulties. Only a decree of Declara 
tion n the (Cou of Session could decide whether or not there 
had been such a marriag n the absence o marriage lines,’ 
since no presumption of law could be set up in an ordinary law 
suit (This is subject to sma é ptions for reasons of con 
venience, ¢.qg summary separation suits, which need not be 
discussed there.) The result was that the old Scots Legislatures 
in pre-union days passed a number of Acts dividing all marriages 
into two nde, those performed before a minister of relagion and 
those not so performed The form were declared to be ‘ regu 
lar ’’ marriages and the latter rreguiar.”’ To enter into an 
** irregular marriage ’’ was made a summary offence, punishal 
with a fine it tl marriage was ¥%t invalidated, and the ir 
dents of both isses Of marriages were exactly the same 


The resu “ 
diminishing rre i 


1 astomshing Instead of 
those perto ned witnout 


the assistance ol i 








oO it on enormously in 
creased This was d yn Persons who wished to 
marry without i ut who wished to get 
indisputable proof of their marriage, found that the simplest plan 
was tf wa together into the Sheriff Cour confess that they had 
just accepted each other as husband and wife, subn to a charge 
being drawn uy gainst them of having contracted an irregular 
marriage, lollowed y a conviction and fine, and then obtain an 
extract Irom tl register of cony tions relatang to their marriage 
This extract served all the purposes of a minister's certificat it 
was proof positive of the marriag In time the charge became 
merely verba the fine was reduced to payment of the clerk’s 
recognised fee ind the extract was n iny lon rer described on 
the face of the docwment as the record of a conviction and fine In 
fact, marriage before the she iff took the place in Scotland which 
marriage before t registrar has in Frglish life. 

Most Scotsmen who are not lawyers or otherwise interested in 
antiquarian lore have long since forgotten the origin and technical 
character of a narriage before the sheriff.’’ But some sheriffs 
still delight in recalling its true natur » the couplés who 
appear before them A good story in this connection is told of a 
well-known sheriff puted a misogynist, and certainly a con- 
firmed bachelor, who used to draw pointed attention to the criminal 
character of the marriage acknowledged in his presence. Genial 
sheriffs would beam on the parties; pompous ones would warn 
them of the responsibilities of the married st ite; long-winded 
ones would deliver an address almost as long as that of the parish 
minister But this sheriff sat silent and omy till the extract 
was ready, and then he would address th part es in solemn tones 


. 7 1] : 

as follows Defendants at the bar, you have pleaded guilty to a 

charge of committing the offence of matrimony. and the sentence of 

this honourable court is that you be joined together until death 
' #7? mM, nif nad 43 ° a 

doth you ] art lhe sheriff in question, we may add, is still an 

ornament of the county judicial bench in Scotland 


Reviews. 


rhe English and Empire Digest. 

Tae ENGuitsu ann Emprre Dicest. with COMPLETE AND Exnaus 
TIVE ANNOTATIONS Berne a Comprere Dicest o1 EVERY 
Enoutsa Case Rerortep rrom Earty rimMes To THE PRESENT 
Day, witH AppITIONAL CasEs FROM THI COURTS OF SCOTLAND 
IRELAND, THE Emprre or INDIA, AND THE DoMINIONS BEYOND 
THE Seas, AND INCLUDING CompLeTEe AND EXHAUSTIVE ANNOTA 
TIONS GIVING ALL THE SuBSEQUENT Cases IN WHICH JupDK IAd 
OPINIONS HAVE BEEN GIVEN CONCERNING THE ENGLIsH CasEs 
Dicestep. Votume III. Avcrion anp AucTiongeers, Bar 
MENT, BANKERS AND BANKING, Barristers. BASTARD Butter 
worth & Co 


Consideration of space interfere sometimes even with the strict 


rule of alphabetical order, and hence “‘ Bankruptcy ’’ does not 


appear in the present volume, but, in order to avoid breaking 





up the title is to follow in Vol. TV., and this appears to be the 





reason why the present volume is somewhat less bulky than ite pre 
decessors. But the titles which it contains are full of interest, and 
spart from their contents, the volume illustrates again the compré 
hensiveness of the apparatus. Various plans have been suggested 
vr limiting the output of published decisions, though the accumu 
iting burden is a good deal heavier in the United States than her 
From a recent artic! in the Central Law Journal (30th Apri 

n The Welter Reports and Court Opinions,”’ we learn tha 
n 1914 there were issued in America over 150,000 printed pages 
of opinion, and that from 1909 to 1914, inclusive, there were 
printed 65,376 opinions in America, filling 630 volumes. Sele 
ons of decisions are technically insufficient, since every decision 


to same extent makes law. and to suppress a decision is to suppress 


the law. Still, the accumulation is in America becoming a ques 
tion of pressing importance. There the reports are issued fron 
some fifty different and co-ordinate jurisdictions. With us reports 
grow too rapidly, but they are not yet altogether unmanageablk 
But since the very early days of law reporting it has been recog 
nised that the reports in full are of little use unless there is a 
digest to make them readily available, and the points in the Eng 


lish and Empire Digest are the conciseness of the arrangement 
the completeness of the references, the full information given as 
to each case, and the annotations which show its exact relation to 
other cases in the same line of authority. To this enumeration 
must be added the cases taken from the other parts of the Empire 
and digested in due order at the foot of each page, which justify 
the title ‘‘ Empire Digest.’ 

To come to the particular contents, the reader will find much to 
interest him in the title ‘‘ Barristers,’’ and on such a matter as 
the authority of counsel to compromise an action, a glance shews 
the course of decision. The most recent leading case is Neale v 
Gordon Lennox (1902, A. C. 465), but the annotations bring this 
also up to date by references to cases in 1903, 1910, and 1918. The 
mere digest cannot in general be cited in court,but even this migh 
on occasion be done—at any rate, in courts remote from libraries 
and it cannot be relied on for the construction of the whole of an 
argument, but it goes far in this direction, and points rapidly to 
the decisions which the advocate in his speech, or the adviser in 
writing his opinion, will have to use. The title ‘‘ Bastardy,’’ too 
contains much of interest at a time when the settled doctrine of 
English law opposed to legitimation by subsequent marriage seems 
to be on the point of reversal. The work, when complete, will b: 
in indispensable guide to the mass « f judicial decisions which mak 


» the greater part of English law 
| ~ | 








The Education Acts. 


Owen's Epvucation Acts Manvat. Twenty-First Epition. By 
Sir Jous Larumy. C.B.. Barrister-at-Law. Oharles Knight A 
Co. 57s. 6d. net. 

The first twenty editions of Owen’s classic were edited by Sir 
Hugh Owen, the original author. The present edition comes from 
a hew but a very competent hand. For Sir John Lithiby has been 
at one time legal adviser to the local Government Board, and 
therefore is well acquainted with the procedure and the difficulties 
xf those Local Authorities whose busmess it is to administer our 
Education Laws. It is true that the Board of Education controls 
and regulates those authorities in their educational aspect; but 
all the same, they come in contact at so many points with the 
L.G.B., or, rather, nowadays, the Ministry of Health, that the 
views of our old L.G.B. officials versed in the official point of view 
are always of the utmost possible value to the practitioner 

It need hardly be said that the enactment of the great new Act 
of last year, which will immortalise the memory of Mr. Herbert 
Fisher in the educational annals of Great Britain, affords the 
main portion of the matter in this new edition. But it contains 
also valuable appendices on (1) the School Sites Acts, (2) the Educa 
tion Orders in Council and Rules, and (3) the various Government 
Departments and their functions where these concern the adminis 
tration of the educational system. Thus, Memoranda and Regula 
tions of the Home Office, the Board of Education, and the Local 
Government Board all appear in this volume. Why the Hom 
Office? Well, there are Industrial Schools and Reformatories. &c.. 
connected with the work of the Local Education Authority. Qon- 
fining, as it does, so much useful matter and annotating every 
decided case, this edition keeps up to the high level of its pre 


decessors 


Elections. 


ParRKeR Ss ELection AGENT AND RetuRNING OFFicer. Tauren 
Eprrtion 3y O. F. Dowson, Barrister-at-Law. Charles 
Knight & Co. 63s. net. 

Alas! The Revising Barrister has disappeared into the same 
limbo of vanished beings within whose sad boundaries roam the 
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ghosts of Pterodactyl, Dodo, and Great Auk. We are not likely 
to see him again, for in these days of revolutionary democracy 
there would seem to be only too much in the familiar quotation 
from Virgil, vestigia nulla retrorsum. But the Registration officer 
and the County Court Judge still discharge a few of the sometime 
Reviser’s duties ; and to these this new edition of Parker should 
prove indeed useful. 


Housing and Town Planning. 


Hovsinc anp Town PLaNNING 1x ScoTtanp. By J. M. Cooper, 
Advocate (Scots Bar), and W. E. Wuyre, Solicitor 
Hodge and Co. (Limited), Edinburgh 


The object of this book is to supply a want much felt in Scotland, 
namely, a summary of the various complex Housing Acts, includ- 
ing the amending Act of last year, which at present govern building 
in the Northern Kingdom. The Secretary of State for Scotland has 
promised to codify these as and when t'me can be found for the 
task, but in the meantime houses must be built, and practical 
men are faced with infinite variety and confusion in the law. Mr. 
Cooper's book should do something to supply the absence of a 
code. 


Books of the Week. 


Admiralty.—Roscoe on Admiralty Jurisdiction and Practice 
of the High Court of Justice, with which is incorporated “ Williams 
and Bruce’s Admiralty Practice.” With Statutes, Forms, and 
Precedents. Fourth Edition. By Epwarp Sraniey Roscog, 
Admiralty Kegistrar, Barrister-at-Law, and the late H. M. Ronerr- 
son, Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by C. T. Bucxnixi, Barrister at- 
Law, and H. W. Lovett, Admiralty Marshal. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 42s. 


Equity.—The Principles of Equity, Intended for the Use of 
Students and Practitioners. By Epmunp H. T. SNe tt, Barrister-at- 
law. Eighteenth Edition. By H. Grsson Rivineton, M.A., Oxon., 
and A. Ciirrorp FounTaInr. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 306s. 
net. 


Shipping Law.—Maritime Law. Illustrated by the History 
of a Ship From and Including the Agreement to Build Her until 
She becomes a Total Loss. By Avsert Saunpers, Solicitor. 
Second Edition, enlarged. With a Supplement on the Law of 
Shipping During War, as modified, 1914-1918. By Sanrorp D. 
Coxe, Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 25s. 


Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility. Arranged in 
Alphabetical and Chronological order, with Notes and Indexes. 


William | 


'CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


COLTNESS IRON CO. v. DOBBIE. 12th May. 


Mines anp Minenacs—Waces VaryInc with Amount or MINERALS 
Gotten—Depvuctions ror Stone anp Dint—DererMINATION oF 
Depvuctions—Use or THe Doctrine or Averace—Coan Munrs 
Recutation Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 58), ss. 12, 13, 14~-Coar 
Mines (WeicHinc or Minerars) Act, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 9) 


By section 12 of the Coal Mines Re qulation Act, 1887, a duty 1 om 
colliery-owner to weigh the whole contents of the hutch 
filled by the collier, and to pay him for all the coal gotten by him. The 
respondent was a miner employed by the appellants, and he claimed 
that unless‘they separated the atones and dirt from the contents of his 
hutch he was entitled to be paid for the whole weight of the hutch. 
He br vught an action in the Scottiah Courta to recover £6 17s. 2d., on 
the ground that it represented a deduction unauthorized by the Act. 


posed upor the 


Held, that as in the present case there was no agreement between 
the coal-owners and the miners for any special mode of ascertaining the 
amount of coal in a hutch, and as ina dirty mine there was only one 
practical way of working it out—namely, to take an average for stones 
and dirt to be fixed by the mine-owners and the miners’ representative 

and to pay the miner for the coal he had gotten on that basia, the 
appeal of the mine-owners must, therefore, be allowed, and the case 











remitted for an agreement to be arrived at as to the average to be 
deducted 

Decision of the Second Division of the Court of Session (1919, 1 Se 
L. 7. 66) reversed, and action dismissed with coste. 

The respondent Dobbie was in the employ of the appellant company, 
and he brought an action in the Scottish Courts claiming to recover 
£6 17s. 2d. The claim was disputed on the ground that the amount 
claimed represented stones and dirt which the man sent up in his 
hutch along with the coal he had gotten. They further said that they 
had paid him for all the coal. The case was agreed to be treated as a 
test action. The Second Division of the Court of Session decided in 
favour of the respondent, and the company appealed 


lhe House took time for consideration 


Lord FIntay, in moving that the appeal should be allowed, said the 
appellants were the Coltness Iron Company, of Glasgow, who own the 
Blairhall Colliery in Fifeshire, and the respondent was a miner 
employed there named James Dobbie. The point at issue was whether 
a colhery company was entitled to make deductions from the gross 
weight of mineral won by a miner unless such deductions were pe 
mined in accordance with the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887. 
The Second Division of the Scottish Court of Session decided in 
favour of the miner's contention that he was entitled to be paid for the 
full weight of mineral won by him as weighed and ascertained by the 
weigher, except in so far as deductions were legally made therefrom. 
The company maintained that deductions—for stones and dirt—were 
duly ascertained in the terms of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, 
and that the use of the doctrine of average was not a special mode in 
the sense of the statute of 1887. They contended that under the Act 





Vol. 20, Part I. Containing Statutes of Practical Utility passed in 
1919, with Incorporated Enactments and Selected Statutory Rules. 
By W. H. Aces, M.A, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


International Law.—A _ Treatise on International Law. 
With an Introductory Essay on the Definition and Nature of the 
Laws of Human Conduct. By Rotanp R. Fourkg, of the 
Philadelphia Bar. In two Volumes. The John C. Winston Co., 
Publishers, Philadelphia. $15.00 net. 


Commissions and Bribes.—The Law Relating to Secret 
Commissions and Bribes, Civil and Criminal. By ALBpert Crew, 

rrister-at-Law. With a Foreword by The Right Hon. Sir 
Epwarp Fry. Second Edition, with American Notes. By MarTEN 
Q. Macponatp, LL.B., of the District of Columbia Bar. Attorney- 
at-Law. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 10s. 6d. net. 


Contract.—The Law of Contract,a Handbook for Business 
Men and Commercial Students. Second Edition. By Rosert 
WotstenHotmE Ho1ianp, LL‘D., Barrister-at-Law. Sir Isaac 
Pitman & Sons (Limited). 5s. net. 








In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. Bonar Law, Lord Privy 
Seal, in reply to Major Hayward, said that ratifications had been de 
posited in the case of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, but not yet 
in the case of the Treaties with Austria and Bulgaria. The King’s rati 
fication for the British Empire of the treaties with Austria and Bulgaria 
was sent to his Majesty's Ambassador in Parison 5th May The Treaties 
of Peace with Hungary and Turkey had not yet been signed. An Order 
in Council could not be issued under the Termination of the Present 
War (Definition) Act until all these Treaties had been signed and the 


the miner was only entitled to be paid wages for the amount of coal 
won by him. Under section 12 of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887, 
the duty imposed upon the owner was truly to weigh the whole con 
tents of the hutch, and not merely the coal. To weigh the coal would 
involve a separation from it 6f the stone and other extraneous material, 
and it was not disputed that if it were pursued the working of a 
colliery would be brought to a standstill. It was, of course, necessary 
that in ascertaining the amount due to the miner the proper deduction 
for stones and dirt should first be ascertained. There was no com 
pulsory provision for this purpose in the Act—it was left to agreement ; 
and the section provided that the miner was to be paid according to 
the coal he had gotten. In the present case there was no agreement 
between the owners and miners for any special mode by which the 
deduction was to be made. The matter was therefore left for the 
determination of the person appointed in that behalf by the owners 
(the banksman or weigher), together with the check weigher appointed 
by the men. The owners’ man proposed to determine the deductions 
by applying a system of averages based on the proportion of dirt 
which had been found in other cases. The check-weigher refused to 
be a party to any mode of determination except by actual weighing of 
each hutch, which would have involved the separation by craw-picking 
from the coal of the stones and other extraneous materials That 
admittedly would have meant the stoppage of the mine owing to the 
time that the process would take and the consequent ac umulation of 
trucks. There was a difference, therefore, within the meaning of the 
concluding part of section 12 (1) which fell to be determined by a third 
party, who was appointed by a chairman of a Court of Quarter Sessions 

In these circumstances the miner brought this action, claiming to 
recover the balance which would be due to him on the gross weight 
of the coal and other materials in the hutch. The Court of Session 
adopted a construction of section 12 that would make it utterly unwork 

able. If the determination of deductions on the basis of averages 
was # special mode which could be adopted only with the consent of 
both owners and men, and the check-weigher would agree to no 
method but that of weighing the coal in the hutch separate from the 
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stones, no determination of deductions was possible. The result would 
be that the amount the miner was entitled to could only be ascertained 
by @ method that would stop the working of the colliery. In the 
interest of the men themselves the amount they were to be paid for 
must be ascertained, otherwise they could not recover their wages 
His lordship saw no warrant for the view adopted in the court 
below that in such a case they were entitled to be paid on the whole 
contents of the hutch, including what was admittedly not coal. In his 
opinion the interlocutor pronounced should be reversed, and the appeal 
allowed on the ground that the pursuer had wholly failed to show that 
he was entitled to recover the sum for which he had obtained judg 
ment in the Scottish Courts 

Lord Cave read a judgment to the same effect 

Lord DungpIn was of opinion, the Act standing as it was, there 
was in a dirty mine only one practical way of working it out—namely, 
to agree, as had been done, to make deduction and then to allow the 
deduction to be fixed in any way that the owners’ representatives and 
the check-weigher might fix. The man had not proved his case, and 
the House ought to reverse the judgment appealed against, and order 
his action to be dismissed. 

Lords ATKINSON and Moc ton were also of the same opinion. Appeal 
allowed with costs.—Counse, for the appellants, Sir John Simon, KC ; 
Alex. Moncrieff, K.C., and W. 7. Watson (the two latter of the Scot- 
tish Bar); for the respondent, Constable, K.C., Hon. W. Watson, K.C., 
and Macquisten, K.C. (all of the Scottish Bar); Claude Mullins holding 
a watching brief for the Coalowners’ Association. AGENTS, Walter H. 
(Guthrie, London, for Ross & Connell, W.8., Dunfermline, and Wallace 
& Begg, W.S., Edinburgh; P. F. Walker, London, for Macbeth, Currie 
& Co.. Dunfermline, and Alex. Macheth & Co., 8.8.C Edinburgh ; 
Hare & Ce 

[Reported by Ensxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law ) 


COMAN v. GOVERNORS OF ROTUNDA HOSPITAL, DUBLIN. 

13th May. 

Revenue—Income Tax—Rooms Lgpr ror ENTERTAINMENTS— PROFITS 
ARISING OR ACCRUING FROM USER OF PREMISES—ASSESSABILITY UNDER 
Born Scuepute A anp Scuepute D—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 
Vicr. c. 35), ss. 60, 61, No. VI.; s. 100, First ann SixtH Cases; 
s. 105—Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 34), 8. 2, SCHEDULES 
A anp B 
The respondents were the governors of @ hosjatal founded in 1726, 

and some years ago they erected a large hall and rooms contiguous to 

the hospital. These rooms were let for enterteanments or meetings for 
periods varying from one night to six weeks They were not used for 
hospital purposes Down to 1916 the hosytal and gardens were 
exempted from taxation, but in that year the hall was assessed to in- 
come tax, Schedule A. Uhe vaults under the building had for several 
years been separately let, and were assessed to income tax, Schedule 

A, but the duty paid had been refunded, In these circumstances the 

reapondents were assessed to income tax under Schedule D in respect 

of the profits derived from the letting of the hall for the years 1912 

to 1915 inclusive The Commissioners held that the governors were 

assessable in reepect of the letting under Schedule D, but their decision 
was reversed by the King's Bench Division, whose judgment was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal 


© 


Held, that the respondents, for the purpose of raising an income for 
the support of their charity, were engaged in a businesa or concern in 
the nature of @ business, and thereby had earned profits which were 
outside Schedule A. They were therefore taxable under Schedule D to 
income “faz. The assesament of the Commissioners was therefore 
upheld. 


Appeal by the surveyor of taxes from an order of the Court of 
Appeal in Ireland, affirming a judgment of the King’s Bench Division, 
which reversed a decision of the Commissioners for the special purposes 
of the Income Tax Acts 

Lord BrrKenneap, C., in moving the appeal should be allowed, 
after stating the facts—as substantially set out in the head note—said : 
The money received by the governors from the letting of these rooms 
formed no inconsiderable part of the revenue of the respondents, and 
the question was whether these profits were covered by the valuation 
and assessment of the premises for the purpose of Schedule A of the 
Income Tax Acts, or whether such profits were something not so 
covered and might properly be assessed under one or other of the cases 
of Schedule D. When the facts were considered as a whole it became 
plain that the respondents, with the laudable object of raising an 
income for the support of their charitable activities, had engaged in 
what could only be described as business, or a concern in the nature 
of business, and thereby had earned annual profits which were outside 
the scope of Schedule A. They were therefore taxable under Sche 
dule D. No exemption conferred by the Income Tax Acts was applic 
able to these profits, and it followed that they were liable to income 
tax, and that the assessments appealed against were duly made. He 
therefore moved their lordships to reverse the decision appealed against 
and to restore that of the Special Commissioners. 

Lords Frxtay, Cave, ATKINSON and SHAW gave judgments to the like 
effect. The appeal was accordingly allowed, and the assessment of the 
Commissioners restored.—Counset, for the appellant, Sir Gordon 
Hewart. A.-G., 8. L. Brown, K.C., of the Irish Bar, #. P. Hille. and 
G, W. Shannan, of the Trish Bar; for the respondenjs, Jellet?t, K.C., 





Fitzgibbon, K.C., and A. V. Mathieson (all of the Irish Bar). Soticr- 
tors, Bertram Caz, Solicitor of Inland Revenue, for Richard Martin, 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue for Ireland, Dublin; Powell, Burt, 4 
Lemaison, for H. T. Diz & Sons, Dublin. 

[Reported by Ensxrne Ret, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Courtof Appeal. 


COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE v. BLOTT. SAME t-. 
GREENWOOD. No.1. \3th and 14th April; 3rd May. 


Revenve—Svurer Tax—Company—Prorits—CapitaLizaTIon OF Un 
pIvip—eD Prorits—Distrisution or Bonus SHARES—ASSESSMENT OF 
SHAREHOLDER TO Super Tax Tuerrox—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 
Vicr. c. 35), ss. 40, 54—Frnance (1909-10) Act, 1910 (10 Ep. 7, c. 8), 
8. 66 (2). 

Bonus shares created by a company, having power to do so, out of its 
undivided profits; and allotted among the shareholders in oe tw 
their holdings, are, if the company so decides, capital and not income, 
and a shareholder receiving such an allotment, and having no option to 
receive a cash bonus, is not assessable to super tar on the amount thereof 


Bouch v. Sproule (12 A. C. 385) applied. 

Swan Brewery Co. v. The King (14 A. CU. 231) distinguished. 

Decision of Rowlatt, J., affirmed. 

Appeals by the Crown from a decision of Rowlatt, J. (reported 1920, 
1 K. B. 114), in two cases which arose on practically similar facts. The 
respondent Blott was a shareholder in a company which, having made 
large profitsand declared the usual dividend, resolved tocapitalize a por 
tio. of the undistributed profits and issue them to the shareholders in the 
form of bonus shares, a proceeding which was authorized by the articles. 
This was done in two successive years, the respondent receiving bonus 
shares in the financial year ending 5th April, 1914, to the value of £500 
and in the following year to the value of £750. The respondent having 
been assessed to super tax in these amounts, the Special Commissioners 
discharged these assessments, and Rowlatt, J., confirmed their decision. 
The Commissioners of Inland Revenue appealed. The facts are more 
fully stated below. Cur. adv. vult. 

Lord SternpaLe, M.R., said : The respondent, Mr. Blott, is a share 
holder in a company called Hepburn, Gale, & Ross’ (Limited), which I 
shall call the company, and the question to be decided is whether he is 
assessable to super tax on an a!lotment of what were called bonus shares 
in the company. The company had, by its articles, power to increase 
its capital and to distribute its profits in the usual way, including power 
to distribute paid-up shares in that or any other company. It had also 
the usnal power to create reserve funds. In 1914 the company had 
available for distribution, including a small carry-over, £61,903 1s. 3d. 
After carrying £10,000 to the general reserve fund and paying.a 
dividend on the preference and ordinary shares, a bonus of 334 per cent. 
on the ordinary shares was declared on the recommendation of the 
directors, such bonus to be satisfied by the distribution among the 
shareholders of shares in the company credited as ful'y paid up. The 
actual report and resolution read :—‘‘ It is proposed to pay the usual 
dividends of 5 per cent. on the first preference shares (of which 24 has 
already been paid) and 6 per cent. on the second preference shares (of 
which 3 per cent. has already been paid) and 10 per cent. on the ordinary 
shares (of which 5 per cent. has already been paid), all leas income tax. 
This will absorb £13,288 8s., leaving £38,614 13s. 3d. In addition, it 
is proposed to declare a further dividend to the ordinary shareholders 
to be satisfied by the a'lotment of one second preference share fully paid 
for every three ordinary shares held by them, which will absorb 300, 
leaving £5,281 to be carried forward, subject to the usual sums voted 
to the directors at the annual meeting.’’ The resolution by which that 
was carried out is in these terms :—‘‘ Resolved : That it is desirable to 
capitalize the sum of £33,333 6s. 8d., being part of the undivided profits 
of the company, and accordingly that a bonus at the rate of per 
cent. per share, free of income tax, on each of the issued ordinary shares 
of the company be and the same is hereby declared, and they are hereby 
authorized to satisfy such bonus by the distribution among the members 
holding ordinary shares rateably of 33,316 of the unissued second pre- 
ference shares of £1 each in the company credited as fully paid in satis- 
faction of such bonus.’’ It wi!l be noticed that the resolution does not 
use the word ‘‘ dividend ’’ which occurs in the report, but I do not 
think much importance is to be attributed to that fact. The actual 
resolution calls it a ‘‘ bonus.’’ A similar bonus was declared in respect 
of the profits of 1915, the only difference being in the amount of the 
profits and the number of shares. By reason of these resolutions the 
respondent received for the years 1914-15 shares for the face value of 
£500 and £750 respectively. The allotment of the shares was carried 
out by an agreement between the company and a Mr. Charles Walker 
on behalf of the shareholders. The Crown sought to assess the re 
spondent on the face va!ue of the shares, and, in the argument before 
Rowlatt, J., and before us, it was pointed out that there should be 
added to that face value the proportion of the income paid by the com 
pany on the profits before division. In fact, by such aliotment a share- 


holder does not receive the face value of the shares allotted. To take a 

simple case, if the capital of the company be doubled and the half which 

has been newly created is allotted to the shareho'ders, the result is that 

the profits have to be divided among twice the amount of shares and 

the benefit to the shareholder remains the same as before. Probably. 

in theory, the yalye of the shares originally held and those allotted 
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would be half that of the former, but practically that is not always the 


«ase, and the value of the shares allotted depends not only on the extent 
to which they participate in profits, but upon the prospects of the com- 
pany and the state of the money market. In the case of Bouch v. 
Sproule (12 A. C. 385), it was stated that on the issue of £7 10s. shares, 
fully paid, the original shares fell to £7. I do not mention these facts 
merely to question the amount of the assessment, but to shew the prin- 
ciple upon which it proceeds—i.e., that the allotment of shares must be 
regarded as a cash payment of the face value of the shares, regarding 
as immaterial the fact that the shareholder never does receive any cash, 
and can only obtain fully paid shares, increasing the value ofgthe com- 
pany and decreasing the participating value of the shares. In other 
words, the Crown contends that the respondent must be treated as if 
he had received the two sums of £500 and £750, and had then been free 
to spend them as he liked in buying shares in this or another company, 
Government securities, or land, or anything else, or not to invest them 
at a'l, but spend them on his own amusements. It seems to me that 
he is obviously not in this position, and the question is whether he is 
to be considered to ‘be so in - In my opinion, it has been decided by 
the House of Lords in Bouch v. Sproule (supra), that he is not. In that 
case, bonus shares in a company were allotted in circumstances similar 
to those in this case. They were, as here stated, to be allotted as 
dividend, and the only difference in the circumstances was that in that 
case the shareholder had an option whether he would take the allotted 
shares or the dividend. This, however, was disregarded by the House 
of Lords, because although the shareholder had lega!ly an option, the 
circumstances of the case made it only a nominal one, for the shares 
were worth so much more than the dividend that there was no real 
option at all. The case, therefore, in my opinion, was indistinguishable 
in principle from the present. The House of Lords held that when a 
company has the power of distributing or capitalizing the profits that 
company has the decision whether the shares issued shall be dividend 
or capital. This was also held by Neville, J., in Re Evans (1913, 1 Ch 
23) and in the Court of Appeal in Re Thomas (1916, 2 Ch. 331). Lord 
Herschell’s words in Bouch v. Sproule seem to me to be exactly applic- 
able to this case. He said, at page 399 : ‘‘ I cannot therefore avoid the 
conclusion that in substance the whole transaction was, and was intended 
to be, te convert the undivided profits into paid-up capital upon newly 
created shares. And the form in which the operations were founded 
points in the same direction.’’ It was argued for the Crown that this 
decision turned upon the relationship of tenant for life and remainder- 
man, and was not of general application. It is true that the question 
in that case was whether the shares allotted belonged to the tenant for 
life or the remainderman, and the House of Lords, after holding them 
to be capital and not income, applied that decision to the rights of those 
parties, but I cannot see that their determination on that point depended 
in any way on he relationship to which they had to apply. have, 
however, felt great difficulty about the case of the Swan Brewery Co. v. 
The King (1914, A. C. 231), where Lord Sumner, delivering the judg- 
ment of Lord Moulton, Lord Parker of Waddington and himself, said 
that in a transaction similar to this the shares in ordinary language 
would not be called a dividend nor would the allotment of them be the 
distribution of the dividend, but in another part of his judgment, that 
both in business and in law the shareholder received so much dividend 
out of undivided profits and then used it in paying for the new shares. 
The actual decision was upon the special words of a Colonial Act con- 
taining what Rowlatt, J., called a highly artificial definition of the 
word ‘‘dividend,’’ and the learned judge distinguished the case on 
that ground. Lord Sumner also stated that this question turned merely 
on the construction of a particu'ar Act, and the case may be distinguish- 
able from Bouch v. Sproule on that ground ; but I find it very difficult 
to reconcile the reasoning of the two cases. If, however, they cannot 
be reconciled, I consider that we are bound to follow Bouch v. Sproule. 
I think the appeal should be dismissed with costs. In the case of 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue v. Greenwood, it is admitted that 


*this case is not distinguishable in principle from that just decided, and 


this appeal must also be dismissed with costs. 
Warrincton and Youncer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 


teffect.—Counset, Sir Gordon Hewart, A.-G., Cunliffe, K.C., 7. H. 


Parr and Reginald P. Hills ; Sir John Simon, K.C., Clauson, K.C., and 
Bremner. Sorrcrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue, Macdonald 4- 
Stacey; Norton, Poae, Barrington, & Co 

{Reported by H. Laworonp Lewis, Barrister at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


FORGIONE ». LEWIS. Eve,J. 2ist May. 
Venpor AND Purcnaser—Specirtc PerrorMANCe—MISTAKE COMMON TO 
Botn Parties—No. 233 pescripep as No. 232—Parot Variation 
Rectir1caTion—Evipence— ADMISSIBILITY. 


The defendant agreed to sell to the plaintiff premises deacribed in 
the contract as No. 232. The premises were in rea ity known as No. 233. 

The mistake was common to both parties The plaintiff claimed 
specific performance, the defence being that the plaintiff was not entitled 
to specific performance of a written contract with a parol variation 

Held, that the rule established by Woollam v. Hearn (7 Ves. 211) Aad 
no application, and that the qurchaser was entitled to specific perform 
ance. 

By an agreement dated 5th August, 1919, and signed by the parties, 
the defendant agreed to sell and the plaintiff agreed to purchase a shop 





and premises known as No. 232 in a certain road for the remainder of 


a term of ninety-nine years at the price of £500, the completion to take 
place on 3rd September, 1919. The abstract of title was delivered on lst 
September, and the plaintiff's solicitor forwarded the draft assignment 
on 10th September. On 23rd September the plaintiff's solicitor wrote 
to the defendant's solicitors that the premises were in reality No. 233, 
and on 3th September the defendant's solicitors, when returning the 
draft assignment amended, stated that the correct number of the 
premises purchased was No, 233. The plaintiff claimed specific per 
formance of the agreement to sell the premises known as No. 233 in the 
agreement described as No. 232, and damages either in addition or in 
lieu thereof. The defence inter alia was that the plaintiff was not 
entitled to claim specific performance of a written contract with a parol 
variation 

Eve, J.—This is a purchaser's action for specific performance. On 
the pleadings the ceniie denies that he entered into the contract, and 
alternatively pleads that the contract, if entered into, was rescinded by 
agreement before action brought, and in the further alternative that the 
plaintiff has been guilty of such delay as to disentitle him to the relief 
he claims. There is no substance in any of these defences, and on 
the case, therefore, as pleaded, I do not think there is any valid defence 
to the action. Two further defences were raised in argument. It was 
urged that, inasmuch as the subject matter of the sale was one of six 
leasehold houses held under one lease at one entire rent, and no provision 
is made for apportionment of the rent, the Court cannot decree cific 
performance. I do not agree. The purchaser, who is the plaintiff here, 
of course acquires his house subject to the entire rent, and he is content 
with the apportionment proposed by the vendor, and to rely upon euch 
indemnity against being called upon to pay more as is provided in the 
proposed assignment. There exists, therefore, no ground on this head 
for refusing specific performance. Then it was said that this was a 
case of hardship, but it is impossible to hold upon the evidence the 
defendant has established any case of hardship sufficient to relieve him 
from his obligation to perform the.contract. This brings me to the 
final defence It was of this nature There is no dispute as to 
the identity of the premises agreed to be sold, but in the written con 
tract they are inaccurately described as No. 233 instead of No. 232. 
The contract pleaded is to sell No. 233, inaccurately described as No. 
232. This mistake was the common mistake of both parties. It was 
pointed out by the purchaser's solicitor in a letter written before the 
abstract was delivered, and the vendor's solicitors wrote to him that 
the correct number of the premises purchased was No. 233. For the 
defendant, who has not pleaded the Statute of Frauds as a defence, it 
was argued that to decree specific performance in these circumstances 
would be to disregard the rule established by Woollam v. Hearn (7 Ves 
211) and applied by Farwell, J., in May v. Platt (1900, 1 Ch. 616), that 
a plaintiff cannot obtain specific performance of a written contract with 
a parol variation, or, in other words, that parol evidence is not admis- 
sible on behalf of a plaintiff in a specific performance action to rectify 
the contract. There is some conflict of authority as to whether such 
rule still obtains, qr whether since the Judicature Act thé Court ought 
not, in an action for rectification and specific performance, where the 
Statute of Frauds has not been pleaded, or in which it is not by reason 
of part performance a bar, to admit parol evidence to rectify the 
written contract and then give consequential relief in the nature of 
specific performance on the footing of the contract as rectified (see 
Olley v. Fisher, 34 Ch. D. 367), and it was suggested that this case 
involved the determination of the question which line of authority ought 
to be followed. I do not so anal it. No rectification is in fact asked 
for and no parol evidence is sought to be introduced. A contract to 
sell No. 233 is pleaded and a common mistake in the reduction of the 
contract is alleged. These allegations having been proved in the manner 
I have indicated, I do not think the case is one to which the rule in 
Woollam v. Hearn has any application, and in my opinion there is really 
no defence to the plaintiff's claim. Accordingly I decree specific per- 
formance of the contract alleged, the plaintiff having accepted the title 
the order will be framed on that footing, and the defendant must pay 
the costs of the action.—Counse., H Vaisey ; Clayton, K.C., and 
Stanley Evans. Sorscrrors, Hyman, lsaaca, Lewis, & Mills, for BE. W. 
Pocock, Pentre: Simmons 4: Simmons, for Roberta, Rosser, & Davies. 
Pontypridd. 

(Reported by S. E. Writtams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SUN PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY v. WESTERN 
SUBURBAN AND HARROW ROAD PERMANENT BUILDING 
SOCIETY. P. 0. Lawrence,.J. 24th, 25th, 26th and 30th March; 
19th April. 

Buitpinc Soctery—Rvuites—Powrr or Sate or Liqguipatorns—ConTract 

To Sect Society's Mortoaces To Derenpant Socrery—Uctra Vines 

Svretvs Moneys Avattaste—Concurrence or Mortcacors 

Buitpine Soctettes Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 42), ss. 25 anp 32; 

sUB-sECTIONS 2 AND 4—Bvuriipine Socteries Acr, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 

47). s.9 

Section 9 of the Building Societies Act, 1894, enables the liquidators 
of a building asoriety properly appointed in accordance with the Acta 
and their ruler to sell and tranafer the mortgages of that aociety, if 
euch securities are, in tact, tranaferable by the society without a auper 
rision order or the concurrence of the mortgagors 

This was a special case stated by consent raising three preliminary 
points for determination in an action The facts were as follows :—On 
the 25th March. 1919, at a meeting of the members of the plaintiff 
anciety. convened under the rules. a resolution was duly passed tnat the 





550 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June 5, 1920 








society should be wound up voluntarily, and two liquidators were 
appointed. The resolution to wind up was registered with the Registrar | 
of Friendly Societies. In May, 1919, the liquidators made a contract 
with the defendant society to sell and transfer to that society certain 
of the freehold and leasehold mortgages of the plaintiff society, held as 
security for advances made to its members. At that date the surplus 
funds «f the defendant society, not immediately required for its own 
purposes, were insufficient to pay the whole of the purchase price. 
Rule 15 provided that the board might employ anv surplus funds of 
the societv in such manner authorized by section 25 of the Building 
Sccieties Act, 1874, as thev, in their discretion, might deem most bene 
ficial to the society. Section 25 enacts that a society under the Building 
Societies Act, 1874. may, as the rules permit, from time to time invest 
* any portion of the funds of the society not immediately required for its 
own purposes in real or leasehold securities. The defendant society 
objected that the contract was ultra vires, because at its date the defen 
dant society had no power to contract to pay a price for the purchase of 
tinvestments exceeding its funds not then immediately required for its 
purposes The plaintiff society thereupon issued a writ for specific 
performance. The wileadings having been delivered in the action, a 
*pecial case was stated by consent between the parties for the opinion 
of the Court on three preliminary points of law—(1) Was the contract 
ultra vires. the defendant society, and, if so, was it capable of being 
enforced against the defendant society’ (2) Could the liquidators of 
the plaintiff society sell without having first obtained a supervision 
order under the Companies Consolidation Act, 1908? And (3) Could 
the plaintiff society and its liquidators sell and transfer the mortgages 
without the concurrence of the mortgagors ’ 

P. O. Lewrence, J., in the course of a considered judgment, after 
stating the facts, said In the first place. the mortgages are real or 
leasehold securities within section 25 of the Building Societies Act. 1874 
The piaintiffe are not bound to satisfy themselves that at the date of 
the contract the defendant society was possessed of funds not imme 
diately required for its purposes sufficient to pay for the investment» 
it had contracted to purchase, and the mere fact that at that date the 
defendant society had not in hand sufficient surplus funds to pay for 
the investments in full does not render the contract ultra vires and 
void ab initio. 1, however, purposely abstain from answering the second 
part of the first question, as it is one to be decided at the trial. A« t- 
the second point raised in the special case, sub-section 2 of section 32 of 
the Building Soeieties Act, 1874. prescribes that a building societv may 
bp dissolved in manner prescribed by its rules. And the resolution 
passed by the members of the plaintiff society on 25th March operated 
as a dissolution of the plaintiff society within the meaning of sub-section 
2 of section 32 of the Act of 1874, and is not (as contended for by the 
defendant society) an attempt to wind up the plaintiff society under 
sub-section 4 of section 32, which, in order to become effectual, requires 
an order of the Court, and section 9 of the Building Societies Act. 
1294, enables the liquidators to sell and transfer the mogtgages if 
such securities were, in fact, transferable by the,plaintiff society. I 
further hcld that the third question, whether the mortgages are transfer- 
able without the concurrence of the various mortgagors, is determined 
by the language of the mortgages themselves, which contain a clause 
that the expression “the societv "’ shall extend to and include the suc 
cessors and assignees of the society where the context should require or 
admit thereof. The effect of this clause is equivalent to a provision 
that the mortgages shall be transferable by the plaintiff society. It is. 
therefore. unnecessary to consider the larger question, whether a build 
ing societv’s mortgage, in the absence of an express provision in that 
behalf on the mortgage deed, is transferable. The defendant society, 
having failed to establish anv of the three preliminary points. the action 





Counse.. Jenkins, K.C., and A. BE. Wurtzhurq; 


must proceed to trial 
Sornrcrrors, Taunton ad | 


Owen Thompaon, K.C.. and 4. BB. Jennings 
Son: Graham Gordon 
[Reported by Lroxarp May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MERRETT ». SCHUSTER. P. O. Lawrence, J. 19th to 22nd April’ 
ard May. 
Vixpor axnp Purcnaser-—Conprttions or Sace—Reckiess STATEMENT— | 
Venpor’s Rient to Rescind 
Where a vendor. aa a reault of certain interviews, had reason to 
believe that hia tenant's tenancy would expire at Michaelmas, 1919, and 
accordingly in hie conditions of aale stated that the property was in the 
occupation of A, the tenancy expiring at 29th September, 1919, ‘‘ when 
vacant possession mary be had,” the fact being that notice to quit had 


not been given 

Held, that the vendor was not quilty of euch recklesaneas aa to 
disentitle him to rely on hia power to rescind within the principle 
of the case of Re Jackson and Haden's Contract (1906, 1 CA. 412). 

Duddell v. Simpson (1864, 2 Ch. App. 102) applted., 

Nelthorpe v. Holgate (1844, 1 Coll. 203) not applied. , 

This was an action for specific performance with comvensation. In 
Sentember, 1919. three lots were put up for sale The particulars 
stated that lot 3 was in the occupation of A, as sub-tenant to the 
trustees of B, deceased, the terfancy expiring at 29th September, 1919, 
when vacant possession could be had. Completion was fixed for 29th 
Sentember. and there was the usual condition giving the vendor the 
right. to rescind by notice in writing if the purchaser should insist on 
vv objection or requisitaon which the vendor was unable or unwilling 
nguiry was made by the purchaser of lot 3 as to 





to ¢ ymp'v with \r 


whether vacant possession coukd be had, and the defendant's solicitor 
replied that there was no question as to the land being void on the 
29h. Later the plaintiff's solicitor wrote to A, requesting him to give 
up possession, but he refused and claimed to remain until] Michaelmas, 
1921. After the writ was issued the defendant gave notice to rescind. 
The holding of B was in fact a yearly tenancy, and after his death 
interviews took place in September, 1918, between his executors and 
the defendant, and also between A and the defendant. Although no 
notice to quit was in fact given, the defendant had reason to believe 
that possession would be given at Michaelmas. It was contended on 
one sid@ that defendant could not now rescind, as his statement was 
made recklessly and misled the plaintiff, and Nelthorpe v. Holgate 
(supra) was relied upon. On the other side it was contended that the 
defendant had acted in good faith, and had reasonable ground for 
believing vacant possession would be given, and Duddell vy. Simpson 
(supra) was relied on. 

P. O. Lawrence, J., in the course of a considered judgment, after 
stating the facts, said: The question in this case is whether the 
statement in the particulars as to the termination of the tenancy and 
the giving of vacant possession of lot 3 was made recklessly within 
the meaning of the principle laid down by the Master of the Rolls in the 
case of Re Jackson and Haden’s Contract (1906, 1 Ch. 412) or not. It 
is not suggested that the defendant made the statement knowing it to be 
untrue, and on the evidence the defendant is not guilty of such reckless 
ness as to disentitle him to rely on the power to rescind in the fifth 
condition of sale. The case is more like Duddell vy. Simpson (supra) 
than Nelthorpe vy. Holgate (supra). In the result the notice given to 
rescind the agreement is a valid notice, and a good defence to the 
action, but under the circumstances the action will be dismissed without 
costs.—CounseL, Owen Thompson, K.C., and Vaisey; Jenkins, K.C., 
and Northcote. Soricrrors, Morley, Shirreff. & Co.; Field, Roscoe & 
Co 

[Reperted by Leonanp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





P - ,: . bo 
High Court— King’s Bench Division. 
ASTOR v. BARRETT & HULME. Div. Court. 7th May. 
County Court—Practice—TriaL By County Court JupGk WITHOUT 
Jury—Jvurispiction TO Grant New Triat—County Courts ACrt, 

1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 93. 

Where a county court judge tries a case without a jury, and has 
decided it and directed judgment to be entered, he has no jurisdiction 
to order a new trial on the ground that he has misdirected himself on 
a matter of law. The proper procedure is by appeal from the decision 
to the High Court under section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888. 


Appeal from Blackpool County Court. In March, 1919, the defendant, 
Mrs. Barrett, let a furnished house to the plaintiff for a year. In 
November, 1919, she instructed the defendant Hulme to get the plaintiff 
and his family out of the house. Hulme went to the plaintiff's house 
with two men on 22nd November, 1919, and, having entered the house, re- 
presented himself as the head bailiff trom the police-court, and said that 
he had an ejectment order from the magistrate authorizing him forcibly 
to eject the plaintiff, although no ejectment order had been applied for 
or obtained against the plaintiff. he plaintiff brought this action, 
claming £50 damages against both defendants for the trespass ; alterna- 
tively, he claimed damages against the defendant Hulme. At the hear- 
ing on 28th January, 1920, it was admitted by counsel for Mrs. Barrett 
that 4he was responsible for the illegal entry and trespass by Hulme, 
but it was contended that she was not responsible for the fraudulent 
pretence above stated, nor for any other wrongs and trespasses com- 
mitted by Hulme, there being separate and independent trespasses by 
Hulme alone. The county court judge accepted thia view, and gave 


| judgment for £20 against Mrs. Barrett and for £50 against Hulme. 


The plaintiff's solicitor urged that in law the damages could not be so 
divided, as the defendants were joint tort-fensors, and he applied for 
leave to amend by claiming £70 against both defendants. The county 
court judge refused to do this, saying that he had given his judgment 
and could not alter it, but that he was willing to make any amendment 
that was legal or possible to put the matter right, 1f he had made a mis- 
take in apportioning the damages, and he desired the parties to draw 
up minutes of his judgment. As the parties could not agree in drawing 
up these minutes, the matter came before the county court judge again 
on 10th March. The plaintiff's solicitor then contended that, on the 
authorities, the county court judge had misdirected himself in law in 
apportioning the damages, and that both defendants were equally re- 
sponsible for all and each of the trespasses committed. The county 
court judge thereupon held that he had misdirected himself in appor- 
tioning the damages, and granted a new trial. Mrs. Barrett appealed. 
SHrARMAN, J., said it was evident that the county court judge granted a 
new trial on account of doubts in his mind as to whether he had not 
decided wrongly in the first instance. The appeal by the defendant was 
based on the contention that the county court judge had misdirected him 
self, and that both on principle and on the decisions when a judge tried 
cazo alone he had no power to grant a new trial against himself on the 
ground that he had misdirected himself in matter of law. It was con 
tended by the defendant that the case was covered by section 93 of 
the County Court Act, 1888, which provided that every judgment and 
order of the court should be final and conclusive between the parties 
The section. however, then proceeded to provide that in every case the 
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judgé should have power, if he should think just, to order a new trial } 
to be had upon such terms as he should think reasonable, and in the 
meantime to stay the proceedings. It had been decided that the power 
of a county court judge to order a new trial must be exercised judicially, 
and, in the same way as the Court of Appeal when it granted a new 
trial by a court of first instance. The plaintiff had contended that a 
county court judge could always treat himself as an appellate court 
against one of his own decisions. On the other hand, the defendant 
contended that he could not try a case a second time when sitting alone 
and that he was not in a higher position than a judge of the High 
Court, who had no power to reconsider his decision after giving judg 
ment In Clarke v. West Ham Corporation (1914, 2 K. B. 448}, 
Lush, J., on reviewing the authorities, laid down the principle that the 
county court judge, having finally adjudicated between ry mer and 
entered judgment, had no power subsequently to enter a different judg 
ment. Atkin, J., also held the same view. In his (Shearman’s, J.) 


. 7 
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opinion, that decision was sound. He thought the decision meant that 
where a county court judge had heard a case, and directed judgment 
to be entered, that case had been determined and decided, and that 
he had no power then, if he had made a mistake, to re-hear the case, | 
and the party against whom judgment had been given must go under 
section 120 to the appellate court The plaintiff strongly relied upon 
Sanatorium (Limited) v. Marshall (1916, 72 K. B. 57), where Lush and 
Sankev, JJ.. held that a county court judge could grant a new trial 
when he had misdirected himself on a question of fact. It was very 
difficult to reconcile the reasons given in that case with those given in 
Clarke vy. West Ham Corporation (supra). No doubt, however, was 
cast upon this latter case: and it had been regarded as an authority 
for some vears. It seemed to him (Shearman, J.) that the Court onght 
not to disturb the plain terms of the judgment in Clarke v. West Ham 
Corporation (supra), which ought to be followed The appeal must, 
therefore, succeed, as the county court judge had ordered a new trial for 
the purpose of re-hearing a question of law, because he had some doubts 
that his decision jin the first instance was wrong. The appeal must 
he allowed 

Satter, J., in giving judgment to the same effect, said he saw no 
reason why, primd facie, the plaintiff should not obtain an order for a 
new trial from the county court judge, in the same way as he would 
have obtained it from that Court, provided the county court judge had 
the courage to admit his error in coming to his conclusion on a matter 
of law; but he agreed that Clarke v. West Ham Corporation ought not 
to be questioned by that Court, and the best course was to allow th 
appeal, and give the plaintiff leave to appeal.—Counsex, ('. WM. Pitman, 
for Mrs. Barrett: H. H. Joy, for the plaintiff. Sori¢rtors. /ndermau 
4 Rrown, for Callia 4d: Woosnam, Blackpool for plaintiff; Oldman 
& Co., for T. Wylie Kay, Blackpool, for Mrs. Barrett. 

[Reported by G. H. Kworr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders. &’c. 


Orders in Council. 
SECTION 20 OF THE FINANCE ACT, 1894 
[Recitals. ] 

It is hereby ordered as follows : 

Section 20 of the Finance Act, 1894, shall, from the date of this 
Order, extend to the East Africa Protectorate to the intent that the 
said enactment shall operate as if the said Protectorate were a British 
Possession, and the said section shall, from the date of this Order, 
apply to the said East Africa Protectorate. 

17th May. 








[Gazette 18th May. 


PUBLIC RECORDS. 

Whereas the Right Honourable William, Baron Sterndale, Master 
of the Rolls, has, in exercise of the power conferred upon him by 
the first section of the Public Record Office Act, 1877, and the first 
section of the Public Record Office Act, 1898, made an Additional Rule 
for the disposal of documents which are not considered of sufficient 
public value to justify their preservation in the Public Record Office : 

And whereas all the conditions in regard to the said Additional Rule 
which are required to be fulfilled by the said Acts have been fulfilled : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, &c., doth hereby declare His approba 
tion of the same. 

17th May 


Additional Rule referred to in the foregoing Order in Council 
[40 & 41 Vict. c. 55; and 61 & 62 Vict. ¢. 12.] 

Additional Rule for the Disposal of Documents which are not 
considered of sufficient public value to justify their preservation in 
the Public Record Office. 

I, the Right Honourable William, Baron Sterndale, Master of 
the Rolls, in exercise of the power conferred upon me by the first 
section of the Public Record Office Act, 1877, and the first section of 
the Public Record Office Act, 1898, do, with the approval of the 
Lords Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury, and the further 
approval of the Heads of the Departments of the Government 
whose signatures are appended, hereby make the Rule following :— 


I this Rule 


Apply for full particulars of all classes of Insurance to the Secretary — 
HEAD Orrice : ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C, 3. 
Law Courts Brancn: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 1. 














Esher of Esher, Master of the Rolls, and the Rule made by the Right 
Honourable Sir Nathaniel Lindley, Master of the Rolls, of which Her 
late Majesty Queen Victoria declared ner approbation by Orders in 
Council on the Wth day of June, 1890, and the 19th day of May, 
1899, respectively, shall extend and be applied to documents of the 
Departments hereinafter mentioned 
STERNDALE, M.R 
25th February, 1920 


The Lords Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury approve of 


JAMES PARKER 
J. Towyn Jones. 
Further approved by the Heads of the following Departments 
Duchy of Lancaster, 

CRAWFORD AND BALCARRES. 
Ministry of Health, 

CHRISTOPHER ADDISON. 
Ministry of Transport, 

Eric Geppes 

[Gazette, 18th May. 


Foreign Office Notice. 
CARGOES EX ENEMY VESSELS SEIZED BY PORTUGAL 
With reference to previous notifications published in the London 
Gazette respecting the release of Allied and Neutral merchandise found 
on enemy vessels in Portuguese harbours, particularly to those published 
on 30th May, 1916, 3rd August, 1917, and 11th April, 1919, a transla 
tion of a Decree which has now been issued by the Portuguese Govern 
ment providing for the sale of such cargoes as are still unclaimed or 
are enemy property is appended 
It is understood that a further Decree is under consideration by the 
Portuguese Government, and will shortly be issued, in accordance with 
which fresh claims for goods will be admissible and providing that, 
should such goods have inthe meantime been sold, or requisitioned, the 
owners, on substantiating their rights, will receive the proceeds of sale, 
or, in the latter event, the market value of their property 
14th May 
[A translation of the Decree is appended. ] 
(Gazette, 18th May 


Ministry of Health Orders. 
INCREASED GRANTS TO PRIVATE PERSONS 

The Ministry of Health have had under further consideration the 
conditions governing the grants to private persons constructing houses 
under Section 1 of the Housing (Additional Powers) Act, 1919: and 
have decided to make the following modifications in the arrangements 
already annowdnced in the memorandum on ‘‘ Grants to Private Persons 
or Bodies of Persons Constructing Houses under the Housing (Addi 
tional Powers) Act, 1919.”’ 

1. In the case of houses which are completed within twe months 
of the passing of the Act. «.¢., before 23rd December, 1920. the amounts 
of the grants will be as follows 

a) In respect. of houses contaming two living rooms (:.¢., living 
room and parlour) and three or four bedrooms, and comprising not 

Irae than 920 feet super of the floor area £260 per house 

45) In respect of houses containing one living room and three 
bedrooms, and comprising not less than 780 feet super of floor area 
£240 per house 
c) In respect of houses containing one living room and two bed 
rooms and comprising not less than 700 feet super of floor area 
£250 per house 
In the case of one-storey cottages or flats, where a common staircase 
is provided, the minimum superficial areas referred to in paragraphe 





The Rules made by the Right Honourable William Baliol, Baron 


a b) and (¢) above may be reduced by 40 feet super respectively. 
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No grant will be made in respect of any house with more than four | gether with accrued interest, in payment or part payment of the pur- 
bedrooms. or which has a superficial floor area in excess of 1,400 feet. | chase price of a house erected by the local authority. If the holder 
The local authority may approve the inclusion of rooms other than those | of a bond purchases a house erected by another local authority, he may 
specifically referred to in paragraphs (a), (6) and (¢), provided that the | offer the bond (with accrued interest) in payment or part payment of 
sizes of ail the rooms are not less than the minimum sizes authorized in | the purchase price by transferring it (by transfer deed) to the selling 
the case of houses built by local authorities. avthority. As regards the procedure in connection with the use of 

The increases prescribed by this memorandum apply in respect of all | local bonds for house purchase, local authorities are referred to para- 
houses which were commenced on or after Ist April last. In the case | graph 12 (A) of General age Memorandum No. ZL. 
of houses which were commenced before that date the amount of the 5. Conditions of Sale.—The sale may be subject to such covenants 
grant previously authorized will be increased by £50, or by £33 6s. 8d. | and conditions as the local authority may think fit to impose “ either 
where under the terms of the previous memorandum the grant was | in regard to the maintenance of the houses for tne working classes or 
reducible by one-third otherwise in regard to the use of the houses.” 

The conditions contained in paragraph 3 of the previous memorandum, It must, however, be a condition of the sale “ that the houses shall 
as to the reduction of grant where houses are not completed within | not be used by any person for the time being having an interest 
twelve months of the passing of the Act, will apply to these increased | therein for the purpose of housing persons in his employment.” It 
| will be seen that the Act leaves it to the local authority to impose 
| such conditions as they may think fit, and the Ministry do not propose 
tu prescribe conditions. In order that the intentions of the Act may 
| be carried out, it 1s clearly desirable that the conditions should not 
b: too onerous, or sucn as to discourage the intending occupier from 
| purchase. The Minister would suggest that houses should ordinarily 

3. The Local Authority may require the applicant to give to them | only be sold to occupiers, or, if a house is not already occupied, to 
an undertaking in writing to pay to them a fee not exceeding £3 3s. the intending occupier. A local authority may properly ‘impose reason 
for each type of house for which separate plans are required, in respect able conditions intended to safeguard the amenities of their housing 





grants 

2, Subject to the sanction of the Ministry grants will be available for 
houses built in flats of more than two storeys in height, in areas where 
there is a demand for accommodation of this kind. Each flat complying 
with the conditions as to floor space and accommodation will be treated 


as one house 


of any expenses incurred by them in the examination of plans, &c., | estate as a whole. 

in connection with the apna such fee to be payable after certi It is open to a local authority to include in the contract for sale 
ficate B has been issuec provisions enabling the purchaser to cancel his instalment agreement 
upon fair terms or to resell his interest in the house to the local 
authority, in the event of circumstances arising which make it neces 


4. The form of certificate A and form of certificate B appended to 
this memorandum are substituted for the similar Torms in Schedule IT. 
and Schedule III. of the previous memorandum. The certificates shall | sary for him to do so—e.g., inability to continue the payments or a call 
be issued in triplicate, one copy being sent to the Housing Commissioner | tg move from the district. It is also open to the local authority to 
and one copy being retained by the Local Authority. As from 1st June, | reserve a right of pre-emption in the event of the purchaser proposing 
1920, the form of notification included in Schedule [V. of the previous | 4, dispose of hie interest in the house. ai 
memorandum is cancelled | The local authority may find it convenient to refer to the regula- 


Ministry of Health, Whitehall, 5.W. 1 | tions governing the sale of houses by Public Utility Soceties (see Public 
May, 1920. — ' , Ltility Societies (Sale of Houses) Regulations, 1320, which were en. 
[Forms of Certificates are appended. ] clesed with General Housing Memorandum No. 9a), but it 1s not sug 


— gested that those conditions, which were framed to meet somewhat 

GENERAL HOUSING MEMORANDUM, No. 27 different circumstances, should necessarily be closely followed. 
SALE OF HOUSES 6. Application of Sale Proceeds.—The proceeds of the sale may be 
m applied either in or towards the purchase of other land for housing 
1. The Minister of Health desires to call the special attention of purposes, or, with the consent of the Minister, to any purpose, in- 
local authorities to the provisions of the Housing, Town Planning, &c., | cluding the repayment of borrowed money, to which capital money 
Act, 1919, and the Housing (Additional Powers) Act, 1919, which are | 5,4, properly be applied. The Local Authorities (Assisted Housin; 
intended to facilitate the individual ownership of houses. In addition | g-hemes) Regulations, 1919 provide that, if as the consequence of ue 
to the extension and amendment of the Small Dwellings Acquisition | }}. annual deficit under on atsiated housing scheme raga wath the 
Act, 1919, the Housing, Town Planning, &e., Act, 1919 (section 15), saving shall be apportioned in reduction of both the subsidy and the 

ccitains special provisions enabling local authorities, subject to certain rate contribution. ; 
conditions, and with the consent of the Minister of Health, to sell or 7 Particulars to be furnished in connection with Applications for 
lease land acquired or appropriated by them for the purposes of Part | (i nsent by the Ministry to Sale of Houses.—In connection with an 
11. of the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, and any houses application for consent by the Ministry to the sale or lease of houses, 

on the land or erected by the local authority on the land. With a | ¢,, following particulars should be supplied :— 


view to further facilitating purchase the Housing (Additional Powers (@) A description of the house or houses proposed to be sold 
Act, 1919, provides for the application of local bonds towards the 1.¢., a statement as to the type or types and as to the scheme of 
purchase of houses . which the houses form part. ; ; 

There is undoubtedly a widespread demand for individual owner- (6) A statement of the estimated cost of each type of house 
ship, and the Minister is anxious that it should be fully met and distinguishing cost of site, cost of nection ‘off timen ead & tee- 
encouraged. The Minister suggests therefore that every local authority portion of general expenditure of the local authority in conseelion 
shculd prepare a scheme for house purchase, and should take steps to with the whole scheme ; 
make the facilities offered widely known in their district (c) A copy of the conditions of sale 

2. Price at which Houses may be Sold.—The Act provides that land (d) The price proposed to - charged 
and houses should be sold at the best price that can reasonably be (¢) Where it is proposed to sell only a leasehold interest. full 
obtained, regard being had to the conditions imposed, and the Minister particulars of the terms of the proposed lease and of the aveend 
is advised that this may be interpreted as meaning the fair market rent to be reserved ; & 
price for the time being; he will, therefore, be prepared to consent to (f\ A report from ¢ sateict vs » - 
proposals for the sale of houses at that price, provided that, having of the te ead eS Cay oes OE Sale ED rte 
regard to all the circumstances, he considers it reasonable It is pro ' ; 

: ? : ; (g) A statement the $ Sé 

beble that the fair market price will, at the present time, ordinarily seed to - optic Pape Oh eee Ce ee Pa, 
be ood or the 7 cost of erection, and a sale may accordingly be In order to facilitate sales the Ministry will be prepared to give a 
approved at less than cost price; but the Minister will not at present | ce,eral consent to the sale ‘during a limited period of houses of different 


be willing to approve a sale at such a low price as will involve an es 1 s° . 
increase in the estimated deficit under the ul scheme. It will be 7S ee a a pe cape Ag wager J f h built und 
open to local authorities, instead of disposing of the freehold, to limit | an assisted scheme, to which Bone i 7 of the Sashes, Tews Paeniee, 
the sale to a leasehold interest in a house. ; &c., Act, 1919, applies. A local authority building houses for sale to 
5. Purchase by Instalments.—The local authority may, if they think | the occupier may, as an alternative, with the approval of the Minister 
fit, agree to the purchase price being paid by instalments or to pay- | obtain the capital grant under section 1 of the Housin; (Additionai 
ment of part of the price being secured by a mortgage of the premises. Powers) Act, 1919. This alternative is being dealt with 1m a ; ste 
This power is given by section 15 (1) (d) of the Act of 1919, which | saatnemeeibem relating to the increased grants under that ; ti a 
may be taken as rendering unnecessary the use of the Small Dwellings! Ministry of Health . > aes 
Acquisition Act, 1919, so far as regards the purchase of houses from a May. 1920 
local authority or houses to which section 15 applies. The effect is to ie: , 
enable houses to be acquired on easy terms by those whose savings °° 
would not be sufficient to enable them to purchase outright. Ministry of Food Orders. 
4 Application of Local Bonds towards Purchase of Houses.—Local ! THE JAM (PRICES) ORDER 19 


Bonds must be accepted by a local authority at their face value, to ( a Li 
fener cence. 
- - On and after 26th April, 1920, until further notice, jam may be 
. THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. sold and bought free from the provisions by the above Order [S. R. & 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE Do NoT | 9.. No. 418 of 1920}, so far as they relate to prices, except the pro 


FORGET THE CLAIMS OF THE MrvpLesex Hospirat. vision 7 Clause 11 as to the display of the actual prices at which jam 
is on sale. 








WHICH [8S URGENTLY IN NEED OF FUNDs For ITs HUMANE Work 22nd April 
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June 5, 1920 
THE MEAT (LICENSING OF WHOLESALE DEALERS) ORDER, 


General Licence. 


Until further notice the provisions of the above Order shal! wot 
apply to @ person so far as relates to sales on his behalf of dead meat 
obtained from animals slaughtered by him-by an agent who is duly 
licensed ander the Order |S. R. & O., No. 196 of 1918). 

10th May. 


Notice of Revocation 


The Food Controller hereby revokes as on the 12th May, 1920, the 
Orders mentioned in the Schedule hereto, but without prejudice to any 
proceedings in respect of any contravention thereof. 


12th May. 
. The Schedule 


S.R. & O 
No. 478 of 1918 
and No. 655 of 
1919 
No 1000 of 1919 Imported Cheese (Returns) Order, 1919. 
Nos. 1001 and 1873 Imported Cheese (Importer’s Price) Order, 1919 
of 1919 


Importers(Returns) Order, 1918. 


THE COCOA POWDER (No. 2) ORDER, 1918. 
General Licence. 


On and after 17th May, 1920, until further notice, cocoa powder 
may be manufactured, and any article to which the above Order applies 
may be sold and bought, free from the restrictions imposed by the 
Order [S. R. & O., No. 1302 of 1918] 

12th May. 


THE BUTTER (LABELLING) ORDER, 1920. 

1 A person shall not expose for sale by retail any butter unless the 
butter bears a label or ticket marked with the price per lb. at which 
the butter is for sale, and in the case of Government butter, with the 
words ‘‘Government Butter.” 

Provided that where all the putter on a shelf, counter or block is 
on sale at the same price per Ib., or is Government butter, it shall 
be a sufficient compliance with the requirements of this clause 1f the 
shelf, counter or block bears a label or ticket so marked. 

2 Every label or ticket shall be placed in a conspicuous position, 
and shall be clearly printed or written so as to be easily readable by 
the customers. 

3. A person shall not sell or offer to sell by retail any butter at a 
price per lb. exceeding the price per lb. shewn on the label or ticket 
displayed in accordance with the provisions of this Order. 

4. For the purposes of this Order the expression ‘‘ Government 
sutter ’’ shall mean butter distributed under the Butter (Distribution) 
Order, 1917, or otherwise by or under the authority of the Food Con 
troller. 

5. This Order shall not apply to a sale of butter by a caterer as 
part of a meal in the ordinary course of his catering business. 

6. Infringements of this Order are summary offences against th 
Defence of the Realm Regulations. 
m=, (a) This Order may be cited as The Butter (Labelling) Order, 
(6) This Order shall come into force on 24th May, 1920. 

(ec) This Order shall not apply to Ireland 
12th May 


THE CHEESE (LABELLING) No. 2 ORDER, 1920 


1. A person shall not expose for sale by retail any cheese unless the 
cheese bears a label or ticket marked with the price per lb. at which the 
cheese is for sale, and in the case of Government cheese, with the words 
‘* Government Cheese.” 

Provided that where all the cheese on a counter or shelf is on sale 
at the same price per |b. or is Government cheese. it shall be a sufficient 
compliance with the requirements of this clause if the counter or shelf 
bears a label or ticket so marked. 

2. Every label or ticket shall be placed in a conspicuous position 
and shall be clearly printed or written so as to be easily readable by 
the customers. z 


3. A person shal) not sell or offer to sell by retail any cheese at a | 


price per Ib. exceeding the price per lb. shown on the label or ticket 
displayed in accordance with the provisions of this Order 
4. For the purposes of this Order- 
(a) the expression ‘‘ cheese ’’ shall include any cheese which is 


made wholly or in part from milk or cream, but shall not include | 


any fancy or grating variety : 
(6) the expression ‘ Government cheese "’ shall mean cheese dis 


tributed under the Cheese (Distribution) Order, 1918, or otherwise | Judge was born on 10th January, 1845, and was educated in Temple's 


by or under the authority of the Food Controller. 
5. This Order shall not apply to a sale of cheese by a caterer os 
ar 2 mea! in the ordinary course of his catering business 
. Infringements of this Order are summary offences against th 
Defence of the Realm Regulations ws eh 
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7. The Cheese (Labelling) Order, 1920 [S. R. & O., No. 221 of 1920}, is 
hereby revoked, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of 
any contravention thereof ' : 

& (ce) This Order may be cited as The Cheese (Labelling) No. 2 Order, 


1920. 
(b) This Order shall come into force on 24th May, 1920 
(c) This Order shal] not apply to Ireland 
12th May. 


tHE CONDENSED MILK (RETURNS) ORDER, 1920. 

1. Every importer and every manufacturer for sale of condensed milk 
or dired milk shall, on or before 7th June, 1920, furnish to the Secre- 
tary, Ministry of Food (Condensed Milk Sectiou), Palace Chambers, 
Westminster, S.W., an accurate return shewing the varieties of con 
densed or dried milk which he has in stock at the close of business on 
29th May, 1920, and the amount of each variety, and shall make such 
further returns and furnish such particulars as to his stocks of and 
dealings in condensed or dried milk as may from time to time be re 
quired by or under authority of the Food Controller. 

2. Failure to comply with this Order is a summary offence against the 
Defence of the Realm Regulations 

3. This Order may be cited as The Condensed Milk (Returns) Order, 


1920 
15th May 


THE FISH (PRICES) ORDER, i919 
General Licence 


On and after 17th May, 1920, until further notice, fish may be sold 
and bought free from the provisions of the Fish (Prices) Order, 1919 
rS. R. & O., No. 1713 of 1919, as amended by No 113 of 1920.) 

15th May 


The following Food Orders have also been issued 
Order amending the Bacon, Ham and Lard (Sales) Order, 1920, 
made by the Food Controller under the Defence of the Realm 
Regulations. 5th May 
The Meat (Maximum Prices) Order, 1917. Notice. 14th May. 
Order amending the Milk Order, 1920. 15th May 


Societies. 


The Bar Council. 
DEMOBILISED BARRISTERS 


In order to further the interests of barristers who have served in 
His Majesty's Forces during the war, the Bar Council are compiling a 
‘Supplementary List "’ of barristers who are demobilised or released 
from service, and have returned to practice, with a view to the circula. 
tion of the list among solicitors 

The Law Society has kindly consented to co-operate in the circula 
tion of the list. Barristers whose names did not appear in the pre 
vious list, desiring to have their names included in the supplementary 
list, are requested to fill in a form, to be obtained from the Secretary 
ot the Bar Council, 5, Stone-buildings, Lincoln's Inn, and return it 
not later than Monday, 14th June, 1920 


The Law Society. 
NOTICE. 

The annual general meeting of the members of the Law Society will 
be held in the hall of the Society, on Friday, 9th July next, at 2 p.m 

The following are the names of the members of the council retiring 
by rotation :—Mr. Ball, Mr. Carslake, Mr. Dibdin, Mr. Herbert Gibson, 
Mr. Goddard, Sir Wm. Leese, Bart., Mr. Nesbitt, Mr. Peake, Mr. 
Rewe, Mr. Sharpe 

So far as is known, they will be nominated for re-election. There 
are two other vacancies, one caused by the death of Mr. Frank 


' Marshall, and one by the retirement of Sir William Winterbotham 


By Order, 
E. R. Cook, Secretary. 
Law Society's Hall, 3rd June, 1920 








Obituary. 
Sir Henry Sutton. 


Sir Henry Sutton, formerly a Judge of the King's Bench Division, 


; died last Sunday at his residence in Sloane-gardens, aged seventy-five. 


The second son of Mr. James Sutton, of Shardlow Hall, Derby, the late 


time at Rugby. Thence he went to Christ's, and he graduated in the 
Mathematical Tripos of 1868, a year in which two Judges of the same 
college, Lord Moulton and Lord Wrenbury. also graduted. He was 


' ealled to the Bar by Lincoln's Inn in April, 1870, and became a member 


of the Midland and North-Eastern Circuits and acquired a fairly good 





554 _THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & ¢ WEEKLY REPORTER. 





June 5, 1920 











practics on circuit and in  Lenden. In 1890 he became Junior Common 
Law Counsel to the Treasury, and in that capacity was retained in 
many notable trials, including the Jameson trial and the trial of Colonel 
Lynch for high treason during the Boer War. Treasury junior counsel 
have a prescriptive claim to the Bench, but Sutton had to wait for the 
unusually long period of fifteen years for his advancement. In Decem 
ber, 1905, he was chosen—the last of Lord Halsbury’s appointments 
to succeed Sir Alfred Wills. But his chief work had been done as 
Crown Counsel. As a judge he made no great mark, and in 1910 reasons 
of health compelled his retirement. In 1875 he married a daughter of 
M-. John Nansen, of The Knells, Carlisle, and had issue two sons and 
four daughters 





Lead News, 


Business Change. 

atTTeson, 64, Victoria-street, Westminster, and 
of 48, The Broadway, Westminster, have 
and the joint business will be carried on 
under the style of Messrs 


Messrs. Trotter & 
Mr. Cecil Newton Goodhall, 
amalgamated their practices 
as from the lst inst. at 64, Victoria-street 
Trotter, Goodhall, & Patteson 


Information Required. 
MISS EMILY MARY KITTRICK, Deceased. —A\ 


having information relating to a Will made by the above are requested 


with James & James, 23, Ely-place, Ls 


person 


to communicate solicitors mdon 


E.C. 1 


General. 


on Wednesday Hewart, Attorney 
General, in reply to Mr. C. White, who asked for particulars of the 
fees of the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General for the year 
ended 3lst March last, said: The figures for that period, | am in 
formed, are as follows Attorney-treneral, salary, £7,000; fees, 
£15,972, of which £3,439 represents fees earned during the preceding 
Solicitor-General’s salary was £6,000, and 


l:. the House of ( Sir G 


ommons, 


financial year The fees 


£6900. The question appears to assume that the law officers of the 
Crown receive an allowance for expenses. That is not the case: Per 
haps I should add that, in connection with the legal work of the Peace 


which the law offic 
Paris, precisely as other members of the British delegations, the hos 
pitality of the British Government. Mr. C. White: Who determines 
as to the necessity of the Attorney-ieneral and the 


Conference, for ers declined a fee, they shared in 


the question 


Solicitor-General appearing in cases for which fees outside their 
salaries are paid’—Sir G. Hewart That is the subject of a 
Treasury minute made many years ago Mr. C. White: Do the 


learned ‘gentlemen determine, themselves, what the amount of 
their incomes shall be’?—Sir G Hewart Not in the least. 
Neither the Solicitor-General nor myself hac a word to say on 
the question of fees Captain Loseby : Can the right hon. gentle 
man say if the figures given by him are greater or less than would 
approximately be received by barristers in private practice for work 


of equal importance ?—Sir G. Hewart : That is a very difficult question 


to answer, but, forming the best estimate I can, I should say a bar 
rister in private practice would get twice the fees for work of a similat 
amount and difficulty 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. EMERGENCY APPRAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justive 
Roa. No. 1 Erx. SARGANT 
Monday, June 7 Mr. Leach Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer Mr. Bloxram 
Tnesday ...... 8&8 Charch Leach Goldschmidt Borrer 
Wednesday.... 9 Farmer Charch Leach Goldschmidt 
Thareday .... 10 Jol'y Farmer Charch Leach 
Friday ........ Synge Jolly Farmer Charch 
Saturday «... 12 Bloxam Synge Jolly Farmer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P.O, Mr. Justice 
. ASTRURY PETERSON, LAWRENCE. RUSSELL. 
Monday, Jane 7 Mr. Jolly Mr. Church Mr. Synge Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday ...... 8 Synge Farmer Bloxam Jolly 
Wednesiay .. 9 Bloxam Jolly Rorrer Synge 
Thursday .... 10 Rorrer Synge Goldschmidt Rloxam 
Priday...... 11 Goldschmidt Rloxam Leac Borrer 
Saturday so Leach Borrer Church Goldschmidt 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that al? 
Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Pro- 
perty is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR, & SONS (LIMITED), 


26, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C.2, the well-known valuers and 
chattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expert 
Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any 
purpose. Jewels, 

epeciality.—{Apvr. 


Ey furs, furniture, works of art, bric-A-brac, a 





ATHERTONS 


63 & 64, Cnenenie't ied LONDON, W.C. 


THE ONLY RECOGNISED LAW PARTNERSHIP, 


SUCCESSION, 


AND AMALGAMATION 


AGEN 


WHO HAVE ARRANGED PERSONALLY MOST 
OF THE IMPORTANT CHANGES IN LEGAL 
PRACTICES FOR YEARS PAST. 


Correspondence and gare bey in strict confidence, 


Telephone : 2482 Holborn. 


ATHERTONS 
63 & 64, Chancery y Hd LONDON, W.C. 


Days and places appointed for holding the Summer Assizes, 1920 :— 
NORTH WALES AND CHESTER CIRCUIT. 


6th July, 


: “Alacrious, London.” 





at Chester 


THE COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1920. 


uppeals or other business proposed to be taken will, 


| 


from time t 


Mr. Justice Coleridge 
Mr. Justice Avory 
Tuesday, 
a he 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANOERY 
DIVISION. 
(General Liet 
Judgment Reserved 


The Governors of St 


_ 
Thomas 


| 





Hospital v Cook 
FROM THE C HANCERY 
DLVISION. 
General (Last .) 
1919 

In the Matter of Trusts of Divers | 
Stocks formerly the property ot! 
Ferdinand Ex Czar of Bulgaria 
and The Trustee Act, 1893 

Same v Same part heard 

1920. 

D rect United States Cable Co ld Vv 
Western Union Telegraph Co 
(not, before June 12) 

In re The Cos Consolidation Act, 
1908, and in re The Olympic 
Fire and General Re-Insce Co Id 

In re Eifrida Gardner, dec J. M 
Huey and ors v Cunnington ' 
and ors 

Davies and ors v Powell Duffryn 


Steam 


Coal Co ld 


The British Thompson Houston Oo 


ldvT 
The 


mouth 


he Corona Lamp Works !d 


(Attorney-Gen and Great Yar 


Port and Haven Commrs 


v Harrison 


White v 
In re 

anr Vv 
In re 


J W Summers, dex 


Riley and anr 


Hay and 
Summers and ors 


Wilitam Shepherd, dec W 


S Shepherd v H P Shepherd 


In the 


Consolidation) Act, 


Lne M: 
Insce 


FROM 
DI 


Final 


Prubate 


Matter of the Companies 

1908, and In 

utter of the Greater Britain 

Corpn ld 

THE PROBATE AND 

VORCE DIVISION 

and New Trial List.) 
1919 

Fran 


In re the Eetate oi 


ia Arthur Davies. dec Davis, 
George (Applt) v Wille, Alfred, 
and ors (Respts) (Appit dead— 
80 


Diverce Robinson, Alice Maud 
(Appit.) wv Robinson, James 
Respt) part heard (s o to fix 
a day) 
1920. 
Divorce Wingfield, Percy (Petn 


v Wingfield, Elizabeth M (Regp! 
George E Wright Motion 
Respt) 

Divorce Crooker, W S J (Petnr 
vy Crooker, M (Respt) 

(Interlocutory List.) 


John Watt 
Christalbe i 


Divorce Stewart, 
( Appict )} v Stewart, 
Mary (Rept) 


FROM THE KING'S BENOH 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
1920. 


a Debtor (expte The Debtor 
Creditor and 


155 ot 


In re 
v The Petitsoning 
The Official Recerver) No. 
1920 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISDON. 
Fina] and New Trial Last.) 
Judgment Reserved. 

In re W. F. Foster, one of the 
Solicitors of the Supreme Court 
Jarnato (Appit) v Foster (Respt) 
(c a v May 14) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Final and New Trial List 
1917. 


Norman v Brooke (restored March 


26. 1920) 
1918 


SelbysLowndes v_ Selby-Lownde: 
(s o genera'ly—iiberty to restore 
by 14 days’ notice on either side 
March 28, 1920) 

1919. 

Attorney Gen v Jo 
ors (Revenue Side 
liberty to apply) 

Sutherland vy J and B Hewson and 

Co ld 


in McEwan aud 
eo general! | 





Ju 


. Inthe 
of tl 
grov 

Olymp 
Th 





or 
T Wy: 


anc 


Hon | 
anr \ 
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Attornm 
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Gen) 

In the 
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ningh 
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F In the Matter of Petition of Right 


of the Owners of the SS Larch- 
grove (5 0 generally) 

Olympia Oil and Cake Co ld v 

sornett and Ferr 

T Wyldbore & Co Id vy Crompton 
and Thompson ld 

1920. 

Hon Esther A Willoughby and 
anr v Commrs of Iniand Revenue 
(Revenue Side 

Attorney-Gen vy John Brown (Re 
venue Side) (s o for Alttorne: 
Gen) 

In the Matter of the Arlntration 
Act. 1889, between the West 
Somerset, Mineral Ry (Clmts) and 
the Hbbw Vale Steel, Iron and 
Coal Co ld (Respts) 

RB V Currie (Appt) vy Commrs 
of Inland Revenue (Revenue 
Side) (remitted March 26) 

Gommrs of Inland tevenue 
(Appits) v Korean Syndicate Id 
(Revenne Side) 

Charles Marsden and Sons i 
Applts) v Commrs of Inland Re 
venue (Revenue Side 

In the Matter of the Arbitrator 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter 
an Arbtn between J and J Gu 
ningham id and The Societ 
Anonyme Des Pyrites De Bossm 

remitted to Arbitrator Aprii 29 

Chamay, P v N Jacobson Id 

Dann and anr vy Campbell and 
ors 

In the Matter of the Arbitratwr 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter ot 
an Arbitration between David 
Maciver and Sons ld and The 
North of England Protecting and 
Indemnity Assoc and certain 
Marine Underwriters and The 
Oommrs for executing the Office 
of Lord High Admiral of the 
United Kingdom (s o till after 
decision in House of Lords 
“ Green v British India, &c”’ 

* hiberty to apply) 

McDongld v W and © Pantin 
Bowen Rowlands Furniture and 
Fine Art Depositories Id 
H M Postmaster-General v Black 
_ and Fleetwood Tramroad 

1 

Bentley v Central London Build 
ing Go Id 

Ayres v Tenant Co Id 

Farr v The Motor Trades Mutual 
Insce Soc Id 

Goldsmith v Orr 

Macdonald v Skinner 

Hay v David Hinchliffe and Son ld 

Pratt v Foley Bros and ors 

Rex v The Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Profiteering Committee (ex parte 

The Provincial Cinematograph 
Theatres 1d 

The Pontardawe R 1D C v Jones 

Blackmore v Long 

In re the Arbitration Aict, 1889 In 
Te an Arbitration between Com- 
pagnie Napolitaine D Eclairege 
et de Ohanffage par le Gaz and 
The French Marine 

Hill and anr v Kirshenstein and 
ors 

Edwin Hamlyn & Co v All British 
lanufacturing Co 

Smith v Baskell 

In re the Arbitration Act. 1989 In 
re an Arbitration between The 

ners of SS ‘‘ Knut Hameun ”’ 
and Furness, Withy & Co 

In re the Arbitration Act, 1889. I: 
Te an Arbitration between R W 
J Sutherland (Owners) and Gom 
pagnie Nepolitaine D’Eclairage 
et de Chauffage par le Guz 
(Charterers) — 


un v The Aquaprufe Manufac- 
Co . : 





Hart v Blaokler 

In re An Ariita 
Steda Shipping Co 
end R W Sul her) 
Oharterers) 

Ruthericrd vy The 
Uorpnh 

Atiuwood v Lamont 

Matravers v T 
Equipment Co ld 

Jack Goodson ld v Kirby and Hud 
son : 

Davies v The Batavia a 
Plantation Trust !d 

Srevier v Woottor 

Cook & Co v Fitch and Son Expor 
ld and Fitch and Son Id 

Sinclair and Rowson 

In re an Acthitration between C > 
Coptad & Co, Owners of Nor 
wegian Steamer Lord,”’ and 
Newsum and Sons & Co hdl 
\Charterers 

1 eld & Co ld v Goodman 

Hardy v The Central London R 
Co 

In tthe Matter 


Phe Asso 


d Gener 


f the Agricultur 
Holdings Act, 1908, and In th« 
Matter of an Arbitration b 
tween John Todd (Complt) ana 
The North Riding of Yorks 
Agricultura Executive Co 
mittee tespte 
ht of The New 
1 and The 


ia 


George v T G Tickler Id 

Holliday & Co v May and Baker 

Reynolds, W F (trading, &c) 
Maniparges Bros id 

Yuinm Gold Mines ld v E A 
Hborall, Surveyor of Taxes (Re 
venue Side 

Hudson Bay Co vw Sir 
Maclay 

Box v Ansitee id 

Thomas v Hoyle 

Actieselaka bet kr i 
Copper Co ld 

Barwich and ors, Overseers 
Dover South-Faetern Ry O 
and ors 

Allan v Bristow 

Stuart v Stuart 

The National Provincial and Union 
tank of England jd v Meldrum 

Riva di Ferdinando v Simon Smith 
& Co ld 

Lamb, Martha (Widow) and ors ¥ 
The Great Central Ry Co 

Mangaldai Tea Co vy Ellerman’s 
Lines |d 

Davison (Judgt Creditor) v Ander 
son (Judgt Debtor) and In the 
Matter of the Garnishees Issues 

Hyde and ors v Hatton and ors 
(consolidated 

Hunter v De Lysle, John 

The Bank of New South Wales v 
The South British Insce Oo Id 

Heyl v Salaman and ors 

Gibbs, C M (Spinster) v Rackett 
trading, &c) 

Russo-Baltic Shipbuilding and 
Machine Works Co ld v Alfred 
Herbert ld 

Fisher, Reevee & Co ld v Armour 
& Co 

In re Mr and Mrs Wilkins and In 
re The Married Women's Pr 


Josep 


Namaqiia 


rertiy Ait 

John Bonell v Mary Wall and 
Frederick 8 Wall 

Gore Booth v Bishop yf Manches 
ter and anr 

Kershaw (trading as Fric, Morton 
& Co) v Giunipero & Co (action: 
consolidated) 

Boag & Co ld v Cheshire Lines 
Committee 





Dyktor v Berson 





Tr a ce 


THE HOSPITAL 
FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


Great Ormond Street, 
London, W.C. 1. 





> , 
l resident: 


His Royal Highness THE PRINCE OF WALES. 


Sir Arthur Lueas 


The ( 
earnestly to 
ome to the 


Mother of ¢ 


OMIM ites ot Management 
parents and lovers of 


assistance of the 


appeal most 
children to 

Hospital—for the 

ldren’s Hospitals is poverty-stricken 


} 


FOR 68 YEARS THIS HOSPITAL HAS 
CARRIED ON ITS NATIONAL AND 
BENEFICENT WORK OF CARING FOR 
SICK AND SUFFERING CHILDREN. 


For 68 years the Committee of Management 
have believed in and encouraged THE VOLUN- 
TARY HOSPIIAL SYSTEM OF THE 
“EVER-OPEN-DOOR” TO ALL SICK 
CHILDREN of the poorer classes. but the day 
has come when they are threatened with bankruptey, 
and the fear that the work will have to be curtailed 
within the assured income of the Hospital at a time 
when the demands upon it are more imperative and its 
is greater than ever before 


isefulness 


£15,000 HAS TO BE RAISED IMME- 
DIATELY TO MEET THE INCREASING 
NEEDS OF THE HOSPITAL, AND IF 
THIS SUM IS NOT FORTHCOMING, A 
PART, OR THE WHOLE, OF THE HOS- | 
PITAL WILL HAVE TO BE CLOSED. 


The Committee hope that the generous readers of 
the “Solicitors’ Journal” will help to maintain 
the Voluntary System of the Hospital 

and its Humane Work, 


THE CHILDREN or tae NATION 
LOOK TO YOU FOR HELP. 


Legacies earnestly solicited, and donations Most 
gratefully accepted and acknowledged by 


JAMES McKAY, 


Acti ny Ne cretary. 


ee ee ee Nee 
NT 











June 5, 1920 














Count 


North Shields) 


_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





eaeral iterty to apply) 


ma A917 Fi } 
Adi l Mi 1 W 
Mi Ser i M 

— > Ye 

Camin l 

The n ea 
mit I I 
‘ mg Co id (d 

t N ‘ 
k I 
l al 
Qa y t 

< ) 

M bu 19.12 

O f SS Karan 

\[ ( 
rde 

P | 920} 
’ rt H 

= LMS 
I rE KING 

DIVISION 
1916 

J ’ ind Sons 
\ Garnishees 
| W iesse nste 
lL) genera 

1920 

Che ymmmrs of Tnla 
aE Sampson (R 

New ghton Pier 4 
Ri he Boroug 

M * Pardo v Bes 

I Matt I f tihe 
\ct. 1889 and |] 

Arbitration be 
! = a | Mu roe 
( 
Matte < 
\ 1889, and In t 
tration Det 
Bo rok ciVvers 
H & Co ld 
| IN RE THE 
PEINSATEON ACTS 
m (x ( 
1919 

L, Vernore and So 
Resp from ware 
( Lancas! 

{ *y so for 

Harrison v 
Ap scan ~ 
oO Mi ldlesex 

192 

May Edward 
Birmingham) Rulbbe 
of Respts fron ware 
{ Lancaster 
{ 

\lex r M 
ss ’ y i 

uward f 4 
ganshire 

B \ssoctated 
4 nt Manufactur: 
mpl of Applicant 
( ity Court (Middlesez 

Londen Court 

~ Rict ards ! 
Ri uvdeon and © 
‘ Suntv Court 
Kendal) — 

Me ( Vs Mary und 
Ellerman Lines Id 
plicants from award 
© Lancashire 

| Wr v Smith's 


Applicant from aw: 
Court (Northumberiand, 


\Vebster Ha = 


WORK MEN B CORE. 


: Daily Cause List, 
settieme mM sittings 
Matthews & ( = 
ww of ( 


Sittings Paper. 


Liverpool and 





rd, A E vy Rice, J appl of Ap 


plicant from a wd of Cé um y 


‘ourt (Middlesex, Edmonton) 


onan, William, an infant, by 
his next fnend C H Chapman 
Smith appl { Applicant fron 
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from award a Ccunty Conurt 


Northumiberland, North Shields 
Townsend & 

d vp! of Applacant trom 
ward of County Court (York 


ture Leeds 


Leslie v Robso: up! of App i 
t from awerd of County 
art Northumiberland, Mot 


iddert, M E M v The Chislet 
lliery Id appl of Respt from 
rd County Court (Kent, C 


McClure d Sons Id v Matthews 


app t tespt irom iward of 


( r( Cheshire. Stock 


pot 
Phillips, Agnes amd Lily Bailey 


her next friend Kershaw 
Lees & Co id upl of tespts 
from award of County Court 


Cheshire, Stockport) 
rkby v Howley Park Coai and 
‘annel Co appl of Applicant 


from award of County Court 


Yorkshire, Dewsbury) 


Sharpe v Richardson & Co app! 
of Richardson & Co from award 
of County Court (Westmoreland, 


Kenda!) 


vard of County Court (Lan 


cashire, Bury 
Spmpsoen W J v The Bolsover Col 


iery Co ld appl of Respts from 
vard of County Court (Notting 
mehere, Mansfield 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 


: Clifton and Kersley 
Coal Co ld appli of Respts from 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Standing in the “ Albated L 
In Bankruptcy. 
1917 
In re A Debtor (e xpte Ti e 
Debtor), No, 246 of 1917 ap; 
from a Receiving Order, dated 
July 30, 1917, Receiving Orde 
discharged by order of the C.A 
dated Nov 9, 1917 


Final and New Trial List. 
1914 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue vy 
Smyth (Revenue Side) appl of 
Petar. from judgt of Mr Justice 
Scrutton, without a jury, dated 
Feb 28, 1914, and cross-notice 
bby Respt, dated April 20,1914 
(s o generally) Aipril 20 
Hunter v Commrs of Inland Re 
venue (Revenue Side) appl of! 
Petnr from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Scrutton, without a jury, dated 
Feb 28. 1914 s 0 for genera lv 
Ajpril 20 
1915. 


Walter Morrison v The Commis 
sioners of Inland Revenue (Re 
venue Side) appl of Applet 
from judgt of Mr Justice Row 
latt, dated Jan 25, 1915 (s « 
generally) February 5 

1918. 

Weiss, Biheller and Brooke ld 
(Aippits) v Richard Farmer, Sur 
veyor ol Taxes Respt) (Revenue 
Side) appl of Applts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Sankey 
dated July 6, 1918 July 25 

interlocutory List.) 
1917. 

Aittorney-Gen v Bernard Singer 
(Rewenue Side) opp! of Deft 
from order of Mr Justice Lush, 
dated May 20, 1917 (s o gene 
a June 8 

The above List contains 
anaes Palatine and King’s 

Bench Final and Interlocutory 
Appeals, &c., set down to May 

Alst, 1920. 


E.--CHANCERY DIVISION. 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 1920. 
Norices Recatrnc To THe Cuancery Cause List 


Mr. Justice Sarno 


Sittings Paper 


‘Mr. Justice Eve.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
actions with witnesses will be taken throughout the 


ant will take his business as announced in the Trinity 


Mr. Justice Astaury will take his business as announced in the Trinity 


Mr. Justice PETERSON w 


Sittings Paper 
Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. ak 
Manchester business on Thursdays, the 3rd and 17th 


June and the Ist, 15th and 29th 


ill take his business as announced in the Trinity 


Justice Peterson will take 


July 


Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence.—Except whe oy other business is adver 


| tised in the Daily Cause List, 
throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Russett.—On each 
Trading with the Enemy Act will 
with witnesses will be heard throughout the Sittings. 


actions with witnesses will be taken 


Friday afternoon summonses under 
be taken. Subject thereto actions 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Sarcant will 


hear Chamber Summonses on Tuesdays, 
Justice Pererson will sit in Court every 
hear Chamber Summonses. 
Summonses adjourned into Court 
heard by Mr. Justice Sarcant, Mr 
PETERSON 


Mr. Justice Astaury and Mr 
Monday during the sittings to 


and non-witness actions will be 
Justice Astsvury and Mr. Justice 


Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 


in the Trinity Sittings Paper 


Notice wirh Rererence To THE CHancery Witness Lasts. 
During the Trinity Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 


witness ‘actions as follows :— 


Mr. Justice Eve will take the witness list for Eve and Perrersow, 


5B 
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Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take the witness list for AstsuRY 


and P. O. Lawrence, JJ. 
Mr. Justice Russett will 
Russeiz, JJ. 


take the 


witness 


list for 


SaRGANT and 


Cuancery Causes ror TrRiat on HEARING 
Set down to 2lst May, !920. 


Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Motions. 
Lines v Lines, ld 
In re Samuel Thompson's appln 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Merritt v Jones (not 
Michaelmas) ¢ 

Dick v Jacques 

In re A B Mayne, dec Mayne 
Cust, (not before July 1) 

The Canadian Agency id vy West 


minster (not before July 1) 


In re F O Grenfell, deo The 
Canadian Agency id v_ Grey 
(nat before July 1) 

In re The Standard Small Arms 


Co Id (in liquidation) 

Abrahams v The QCbarles Urban 
Trading Co ld 

Carter v Langford 

Benn vy Brown 

Allen and Co ld v Whiteman 

Michelham v Brandon 

The Pemberton Colliery 
Worsley Mesnes Collieries 
pt hd 

The Worsley 
v The Pembertom 
it pt hd 

Moss v Wildey 

In re Benjamin Lisle, 
v Laws 


Co ld + 
ld 


Mesnes Collieries Id 
Colliery Co 


Laws 


dex 


Chase v Ball 

Harmar v The Jumbil (Nigeri 
Tin Areas Id 

Joope v Ridout 

Smalley v Huntingdon Count) 
Council 


Barnes v Sayer 

Pitchford v Bunting (not before 
June 10) f 

Smith v Caslon 

Constable v Fairweather 

Premier Waterproof anc 
Co Id v Robinson 

Reckitt v Cody 

Ashford v Ashford 

Lock v Cline 

Brand v Beet 

Lowenfeld v JIaondon County 
Westminster and Parr’s Bank ld 

Selig v Selig 

pe olor v Shacklock 


Rubber 


Marshall v Oharteris 
Beiore Mr. Justice SaRGANT. 


Trial. 


Retained Causes for 
(With Witnesses. 
Matlock Urban District C 
Rains 
Wall v London 
Trust jd 
Attorney-Gen v Lea 
Gidden v The 
Frier vdly Soc 
Wm Hollins and Co ld v Black 
well R D C (not before June 15) 


uncil v 


and Provincial 
pt hd 


Nat. Deposit 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Davies’ Settlement Trusts 
Llewellin y Watkin 

m re Eveson’s Will Trusts Eve- 
son v Eveson pt hd (s o 
generally) 

In ré Samuel Fox, deo Jeffery v 

Tn re "Drade Marks Aict, 1905 
Wheatley Akeroyd and 


In re 
Co’s 


Peter vy Thomas-Peter 


} 


before | 


In re Isaac Maude, dec White'ey 
v Broadhead 
Sheffield v Beil 
In re Nathan, dec Nathe 
Jacobs 
In re Lacy Block, de Pu 
Trustee v Lake 
| In re S Chapman, dec Peploe 
Chapman 
| In re Dent, dec Ingram vy O'Bri 
| In re W Raven. dec In re Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
| in re John Bell, dec Bell v Hyvans 
kx u le vy Cow 
In re Booth Jowett v Bo and 
Lay« OR 
In re Maybury, dee Maybury 
Mayburry 
In re Haogh Wyatt, dec Wyatt 
Wyatt 
In re A A Slade, dec Crewkern 
United Breweries Co id vy Slade 
In re H Nuttall, dec Bagshaw 
Nuttall 
In re R Whatfield, dec Dinning 
v Whitfield 
In re Dunean, dec Cooke 


' 











Duncan 


fn re Metcher Merrey v Fletaher 
restored) 

In re Margaret Raberts Hughes 
v Griffith 

In re Gilibonms, dec Close v Gib 
Dons 

I re Niche dec Nicho 
Perkins 

In re Doxat. dee Doxat v D 

In re Skynner’s Settlemen i 
re Settled Land Acts 

Ln re Frank \W Wein ce > 
vy Wareham 

In re T P TI s, dec 7T 

To mas 

Ii Consett’s Setiied Beta | 
re titled ‘whey Acts 

kn re Yk. ulerton, dec lodges V 
Foulerton 

Keene v Neal short 

Davia v ‘Davis (short 

Im re F J Wedgwood, c& A lie 

Public Trustee 

In re F W Rhodes dk Rih« les 
v Rh des 

In re Darnborough Will Trusts 

Attorney 


Archbishop of York V 
Gen. 


In ré George Reeves, dec Reeves 
v Reeves 

In re John Rich. dec Feilder v 
Rich 

In re William Mercer, dec Alder 
eon Vv Stapie v 

Fisher v Butt (short 

In re Ashton, dec Ballard 
Ashton 

In re Coombs. dec Billings v 
Amos 

In re Dorada Ry Co Pilditch v 


Alttorney-Gen (restored 


In te Chappell, 
Robinson 


Bef re Mr 
Retained 


Causes 


dec Chappell v 


Justice ASTRURY 


for Trial. 


(With Witnesses. ) 
Smith v The Croydon Gravel Co Id 


pt hd 


(s o) 


Minne v Halls Barton Ropery Co 


it 


Jenkins v Western 


Refrigeration 


and Tce Co Id pt hd 


Parsons Marine 
Co ld v Farrer 
(s o generally) 


Steam 


Turbine | 


and ors pt hd | 


| Haimes v. Whitley and Monksea” 
ton UDC pt hd 
Mi J ust iwe P 0 
LAWRENC 
] Spien and Pond ld 
| Further Conzderat 
i] ). Sh l le l s V 
MAL jes eu Sulu ae 
] Mort lrusts Hardie Vv 
Hope-Vere pt hd 
re KE. Cocquere d humers 
( pt a 
s SetLemel } 
na prt 1 is 
e Ke ous Sett ri lo 
Set i Land Aots w2 tk 
M40 is 
Lord W lefu dk I 
Dhon i pt had 
J t \pp tion by Na 
G ‘ ers d mn 3% Trad 
Marks Act, 1905 
Hor nd OClyd Um 
Woodbrmdg Union (s « i 
i ly) 
] Hw ian dec Cox 
tH nack 
In re Job 1 Syming s 
\wreeme Jobson vy Syming 
na 
In Battie Wrights ce Cee 
Batic W ywiteon 
barwell v Barwel 
Ir M Wiliits, dec Shaw Wilts 
British Thons li ton ( dv 
Duran i 
J brit i ¢ , Lead ( 
Clark 
Eedisn iCo (Lond i 
I Trade M s Act, 1905 
In re Midgley, de Scholefield ¥ 
Peacock 
I Oha t » y a La ~ 
nv Langt 
I © T H Woods, dec Bird v 
Woods 
In ré M dex Newme V 
Mather 
Comy ies (Winding-up) and 
(7 D ! 
{ pa Wainding-uy 
Pet Wind ip). 
Metaio Id (petn of George Lilling 
t & Co | rdered on Feb 18, 


1919, to stand av 


er generady 


The Zinc 


L. P T Syndicate Id (petn of Rapid 
Submersitle Ship Cleaner Co 
‘ 
| Gwbriel Sokoloff & Sons Id (peta 
~ Lewis, Lewis & Girshine) 


Moremi and Bordeni Oil Syndicate 
id (petn of Sir W Duan, Bart) 
G W Riley Id (petn of J A T Good) 
Concrete Construction Co Id (petn 
i T G Ackland 
British Rubber Marafactures Id 
| petn Langham Stee! Co Id) 
Chancery Division 
Petitions {to confirm Reduction of 
Capital). 
Dever & Co Id and reduced 
wdered on March DD, 1920, to 
stend over generally 


| Market Id and reduced 


Leeds Sout 


i ons confirm Alteration of 
Memo. of Assoc. 
Greater Britain Insce Corpn Id 
Yuotroneers nd Fatate Agents’ 
Institute of the United Kingdom 
Petition (to confirm Substitution of 
Memo nd Articles of Associa 
tion for Deed of Settlement). 
Peel River Land and Mineral 
Co ld 
Companies (Winding-up) 
Motions 
Unstone Colliery Co ld (to stay 
voluntary liquidation ordered 


Jan a i919 


reneradly 


\ wel Sten hap Co ld 
\pr 13 1 abo te 


peneraiy 


to stand over 


‘ rdeéered on 
stand over 


Jus Da n & ( New caatle-on 
Tyne) ld (stand over generally 
i» onsent) 

Comp s (Winding-up) and 
Ohanee Thivision 
. int Summonses 
hy Sout African Develop 
ent Co ld Partridge v French 
South Atfmcan Development Co 
| " preliminary pornt 
ordered n April 2 1914, tw 


stand over genemlly pending 


tral of action in Kimg’s Bench 
Division) 

Engith and Scottish American 
Mortgage and Investment Co Id 
as to contingent claims part 
heard-—parties to apply to fix 
day for further hearing 

National General Insce Go Id 
priorities of policy holders 
© a v 11/12/18)—retaimed by 
Mr Justic: P O Lawrence 

United London and Scottiah Incee 
Co id finterest under Sale and 
Purchas \greement pit hd 
parties to ply to fix a day for 
turther hearing (retained by Mr 
Justice P O fe wrence) 

Cann Id (ordered on Jan 27, 1920, 
to stand over genera! y 

Vanden Pla Ex g and ‘d an 
proof of Fiat Motors |ld—with 


wit nemses—parties to 
fix dax for hearing) 
Sarne {on claim of F H C Rees and 
C R Fairey)—with witnesses 


8 0 to June 8, 1920 


apply to 


Before Mr. Justice Prrerson. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(Wath Witnesses. ) 


Mir es of 
d vy Stevenson 
Davis v Gerhold 


Great Britain 
{s o) 


pt hd 








Arthur Adams & Co ld etn vf 
Bradley and Burch Id dered 
on Oct 14, 1919, to es ver 
generally) 

Fibre Tube and Box Board Manu 
facturers id (petn of J B Hunt— 

‘dered on vw 18, 1919, ¢t 
stand over genera ly 

Petrucco & Co Id (petn of Jeffreys 
Sutton & Co Id » from Apa 
13, 1920, to June 1, 1920 

Whitehe: vi Aircraft (1917) ld petn 
of New Pegamoid Id and anr 
s o from April 19, 1920, to June 
7, 1920)—retained by Mr. Jus 
t P O Lawrence 

Sucrum id (petn of A M Nance— 
6 o from April 20, 1920, to Jun 
1, 1920) 

Kingsbury Works ld (petn of 
Bucknall and Nevill ld—s o from 
Apri 27, 1920. to June 1, 194 

Gabriel Sokoloff & Sons Id (petn 
of H Bennett—s o from May 11, 
1920, to June 1, 1920 : 

A and O Syndicate ld (petn of T 
Dott 8 o trom May 1 1920, to 
June 1, 1920) ; 

Walliams, Con y & Co ld (petn of 
D Simpson and ore—s o from 
May 18 1920, to June 15, 1920) 





Martin v King 
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Further Consiceratior Stuibie The Newcast le-upon Tyne In re an Indenture, dated May In re Thomas Farries, dec Arnold 
Pa va Electric Supply Co (June 8 19, 1993 Bradbury v Grimble | v Farries pt hd ' 
Sievier v Sievier ( s 0 to June 1 & Co ld In re E J Birington, dec Elring- 
id . De Noailles Tufnell vy Shep In re D S Rossell’s Will Blandy ton v Elrington 
heard v Blandy os 
we > see = td de Walden I e A Young's Trust Fatat In re Crowhurst. dec Crowhurst Causes for Trial. 
ir < . Howard d _ Semple Pollard v Crowhuret (With Witnesses.) 
, yo Aa In re Cooke's Wi ke v Cook In re Barclay’s Settlement Brinck Weait ae 
. 24 I . vare ¥ In re J Dawson, de Knowles man v Lawrence emer V 
Booth Dewweon Johnson v Westhampnett Rural 
\ ‘ ’ | ‘ | Land e Elizabeth Gee. dk Hayward District Council (net before 
Re gie Ces ~~ eo Michaelmas) -¥ 
| re ( eT ( , Row ver-Smiti le Ronnet ‘ ta Dreyfus Vv Routolphi not belore 
' eo I e 4 { : + Or a sAW RENCE j July 1) 
F lig “Waet Ellis (short Retained Adjourned Summonses. | In re W P Swain, dec Mathia 
I e W j b's v ( n re Jabez Mon j 1) er {rough v The Baltic Basic S.ag Co } Johns 
Ir ‘ ' (jod God Satins dl 8 9) * Whiteley v Lingard (« 0) 
t ity “4 : %; : “ame Vv Same (8 0 Morrow v Ste ney Corpn 
I i ke R ‘ 7 W Bowgl ' " In rf Lord Wallscourt Estate | Herding v Tilrner 
be Bought Wallseourt v Wallseourt pt hd Hudson v The International Young 
In 1 J ; le H | Cundy, de lay v Boodle In re Gould, an infant Gould v Mens Ohristian- Assoc of North 
Pearso Daniels Hutton (sho Withers America 








NAMES OF CASES REPORTED IN 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER 


FROM OCTOBER 18th, igi9, TO MAY rst, 1920. 


\ De i? 47| Urreen-Price v Webb 19, 100| Pool Shipping Co (Lim), Re _ —— 
Alton \ 908 | Griebart v Movis 275 | Port of London Authority y Commis 
ttorney-Gen Par 27 d sioners of Inland Revenue 445 
— Hailes & Hut hins = omen t, Re 209 Poulson v John Jarvis & Sons (Lim) ... 223 
Bleckly, Rt Sidebothan Ble 06 | Hammond v Prentice Brothers (Lim 151 | Premiez Dairies (Lim) v Garlick . 3% 
ieee © Wned 256 Hearts of Oak Life & Genéral Assurance a | 
Bar er Phillips and Others 3 Co (Lim) Re . : 524 | Quinn v Quinn ° . ‘ ... 226 
cae , Mtnen @ Aenea tiemessh O00 He mmuings and Wife v Stoke Poges Golf | 2 7 
Bennett, Re pe, eon ene Club and Anothe: 131 | Reigate Corporation v Wilkinson 116 
2 i : Bs . , . ae Th <j 360 Hepworth Manufacturing Co v Ryott 19 | Rex v Carruthers _... ves oo. Oe 
oe Sane ne Hopkins v Bulbeck and Others : 409 | tex v James Paw); Rex v McFarlane ... 447 
Bi kerdike Lady Foirfax-Lucy "| Horton, Re. Lloyd v Hatchett 425 | Rex v Manchester Profiteering Committee, 
British Genet insurance Co _ wa, | Hunt vy Bliss : 116 Ex parte Lancs & Yorks Railway Co 132 
Mount — : : : Rex y Special Commissioners of Income 
Brown's Patent, [Re 162 | Indian & General Investment Trust (Lim) | ‘Tax, Ex parte Dr Barnardo’s Homes ... 297 
burche!| Phompso } EF Harrisé : vy Borax ¢ onsoli lated (Lim 225! Rex y George Stanley ae Jl 
ean, Seemann 68, 309 | Isaace v Tithbeam 225 | Rex v Williams; Rex v Woodle} 0 
Burne y Burne & Hols _ Johnson v Taylor Brothers & Co (Lim) 82 Rex v Wakeley ve . 50 
( rT j . Borough Cou 12s lo ly \ Vanderpump 30 Rex v Charles Wood P . 409 
Garter v Carte 148 | Joseph Clayton (Lim), Re Smith v The | Richardson, Re - Pole v Pattenden ~ 290 
Qnene & M ( as We 1.) Company , ; ... 176| Robertson v Woodilee Coal & Coke Co af 
Chaldecott v Chaldevott & Carpente 242 | [, (otherwiss B) v | 225 | (Lim) ey OM ce ee “ . 304 
Chapman y Leach 207 | 1, Blar vell Colliery ( v= 113 | Robinson v Nesbitt and Others ... 2h 
oe tte.” ea ee oe ee oe ° | Rush v Rush, Bailey & Pimenta ... 293, 323 
| Ohea out ne ; — Lingham v Lingham 117 | - 
wy o 7 rd & Smith v Webster o- Lon Hy te Sparks \ — i a 35| Sales. Re. Powsland v Roberts 308 
Con mies oO - fly d Revenue v Gittu 08 “Re epmens & Scott Miller : niract, _., | Salomons, Re. _ Public Trustee v Wortley 241 
Cobte et tagetney orm Reset 2716 a ; ml Sidebottom v Kershaw, Leese & Co (Lim) 114 
Cow ee » (Ss | ort — to Bs sy | CSir W G Armstrong, Whitworth & Co 
Ow \ ( t l irvevor of Taxe YO Macartney, Re Brookhouse \ tO al i) ’ 
Crocker Crocke 300 | Marks v The Financial News (Lim 69 Lim) v Redford ‘ : + 588 
' ) 9 = aa, : ‘ ’ - Smeeten y Attorney- General : 20 
Crosse. Ry Oldhan Cross 60 Markwa'd v Attorney-Genera 259 4 37 
Marshall, Re. Marshall v Whatele 94) | Smith v Brigden...  « - 516 
Dafen Tinplate ¢ L The Llanel Meoven ¢ Merven & Yarns ) 177 Smith’s Patents, Re . oo. ON 
Stee ( (L in 4 6 Mary T syior rea eal y I he N ation il % Smith 4 Smith x Armstrong 226 
Davies v Powe Duffrvn Steam Coal Co 390 & Provincial & Unien Beck of En — Sota & Aznar v Ralli Bros “ 462 
Davi Phomas and Others 115 » Tavior 5 148 Springbok Agricultural Estates (Lim), Re 359 
Dewes v Fitch : 994 | Wescev. Re. Ram v Meme 308 | Stokes V — ee 292 
Dey May» 7, 240 | McGaw. Re. MclIntvre v McGaw 00. 209 | Stoomvatt Mattaschappi) Sophie ‘ae 
Direct ) { P it Py - ecutior Beard 4 ) Mills and Anoth *Y ‘ Cc non Bre wery ay ne recone ii —_ = mn ' 
— Lease, 7 Miller and Another 68 | y awe, ie AP cat a pel Thomas, Re. Vivian v Vivian 39 
So. a a ae A. — wn vi B 7 SCR ulway 82 | Thomson’s Mortgage Trusts, Re. Thomson ‘ 
wre ‘2 é sgency uA 14) | Milner & Organ’s Contract, Re 463 vy Bruty 375 
Dutton v Snevd Bvyears ¢ Lin 99 | Morris’ Will Trusts. Re ; 275 . 
Vide Mill nd Ov —— Mort:mer v Beckett 341 Wakley Deceased, Re. Wakley V Vachell 357 
| : od Munster (an Ene my Re 308 Ward, Re. Partridge v Hoare-W ard * 115 
ac flag A Pa a 4 Oi ined ncn | White’s Divoree Bill ae seats a 
‘ , - sit rylor by tor 224 | Whitehall Court (Lim) v Ettlinger 147 
Te =) y & Eiehems (an Gnemy), Re * 426 | Wileock v Booth co 
Ravlt Dixan & Co (Lim 67 =. . Cheshire Brewery Co fim) R 463 | Wilson, Re. Lothian v Wilson 389 
Plannaga Shaw 1 orth Staffs Railway Co Edge 146 i Wilson v Wilson . oer 
. Glrvamic Wee's General BoSusm Co | Wilson v Lanes & Yorks Railw ay Co 358, 461 
Gates v W A & RJ Jacobs (Lin 425 I sm) Re Pole’ + Eg — S we | Woodfield Steam Ship ping Co (Lim) v J L j 
Gibbons, Re. Gibbons v Gibbon 274 | (Rourke v Darbishire and Other Ries + & 
Godman, Re. Godman v Godmeur 24 | Osw ld Re O id. Os es 242 | Wootton v Joel 256 
Goldfarb v Bartlet & Kremer 210 oe awa ¥ Uawen “| Wright v Thompson’s Contract, Re io 
Goldewaat h Orr a 360 | Pearson, Re. Smith v Pearson =| Wright, Re. Hegan v Bloor 21 
Goodn..2 v Goodman & Pinfield 242 | Piercy v 8 Mills & Co 35 | Young v The Ladies’ Imperia! Club (Lim) 374 
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J June 5, 1920 

————— 
(fixed for June 2) | 
Wilson rae | 


Lord v Mooney 

Wheatley v Wheatley 

Davis v Wise 

Ellen v Goldstein 

| Dickinson v Cottell 
Chamberlayne v Booth 


» Galtes ¥ Jacobs 

| ™ Wilson-Filmer v 
vy Wilson-Filmer 

Hughes v The British Engine, 
Boiler and Electrical Insce Co Id 









Hood-Barrs vy Kindermann Bader v Direction der Discont 
M P Sales Agency |d v Serra Gesellschaft 
Berry v Cross Currie v Guillaume (not before 





June 22) 
Hartley’s Brewery Co ld v Druery 
Olney v Fits 
Clower v Baton 


Macaulay v Pickering 

Burton Billposting Co ld y Osborn 
Maitben v Peeters 

Jelltt v Poley 












Harrison v Maxwell and Wright Id Mathuen v Gaskell & Co 
Gale v Gomez Woods y Collins 
Nisbet v Atkingon In re J T Roberts, dec Rbertso 





v Jones 

Pideock y Pidcoc} 

The Naw Castell Blends 
Singleton 





Townmead Engineering Works ld 
vy L Shaw (1914) Id 

Bevins v The London Knitting In 
dustries Id 








Mine id 











imperial Mechanical Caloulators ld Hohler v Aston 
vy Freeman Hole v Fenton 
Stuart v Stuart Smith, L v Smith, S J 
Ri thards Vv Davies H «key v Love 
——--+ Derby Corpn v British Cellulose 
sefcre Mr. Justice RUussELt. and Chemical. Manufacturing 
Retained Matters. Co ld a 
Moss v Frank 
Motions. Joynes v Callas, Sons and Muy 
In ve H Stanfeld (Cosmos) ld Ingram v Ingram 








Wilshire v Davis 
Brookfield y Whitbread 
Marr v Purvis 


Cosmos Consolidated ld v Stan- | 

feld (Cosmos) ld (6 o to June 14) | 
Walker, Parker & Co v Hollywell 

Halkyn Mining Co (s o generally) 








Applications under Trading wit! 
the Enemy Aicts, 1914 to 1916 





Causes for Trial. 





= : In re Armourduct Manufacturing 
(With Witnesses.) Co, ciienties, &o 
In re Berger, deo Berger v Berger In re Dresdner Bank, enemies. & 
(June 9) . In re The National Bank fu 
Sullivan v Smeeten Deutschland In re Angl 





Smeeton v Sullivan 
Smith v The Bradstreet Co of New 





Austrian Bank (London Agency 










re Jresdner gank azndon 
York pt hd (s o generally) es ; —y a ~~ cane 
Rider, Troward & Co Id v Mickel 2: 1» . * 
s 0 generally) In re Deutsche Bank London 
Ra —_ e Miller Agency) In re Campania Pas 
oB = . , a] . 
Imeson v Lister (s o generally) toril, & 
= In re Deutsche Bank London 





Rossdale v Denny 

fn re R F Wallis, dec 
Wallis 

Carter v Robertson 

Elmore V Ford 

Keen v Mear 

Thring v D P Morgan Id 

Finego!d v Samvels 

ee, © Resmegypee Court Summons 

Maspes v Carter and Carter | Widenmann Broiche: & Co d 

Paddy v Clutton (with Witnesses 






Algency) (1918—D—918 


Wallis v “ 
. In re Same (1915—D—41,332 








2 Whpulies 


Winding -up), 






Application under the C Mmpaties 
(Consolidation) Act and 
Trading with the Enemy Acts 























JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 







Liwirep in CHANCERY. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, May 21 
Usirep Kinobom Picture Taearres, Lrp. (IN Votrntany LigtipaTion Creditors 





ure required, on or before June 14, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. D. R. Blair, 187, Piccadilly, liquidator 
Tuacker, Bett & Co., Lov. (IN Votuntany Liquipation).—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 90, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 









debte or claims, to Messrs. Woodcock, Ryland & Varker, 15, Bloomsbury-sq 
solicitors dor Ceci] Hurst and Frank Henry Agar, lqwidatore 

Kitsven Pictureprome, Lrp. (Is Votunrary Liquipatios).—Creditors are required 
on or before June 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 





their debts or claims, to Mr. D. RB. Blnir, 187, Piccadilly, liquidator 























Sovurnrorr Ice any Cotp Storage Co., Lap. (Ly VotuntaRy Lieurbation) .— Creditor 
are required, on or before June 2, to send their names and eddresses, with par 
ticulare of their debts or claims, to John Robert Haworth, 4, Norwood-ay.. Sout! 
port, liquidator. 

Fraxcis Stuyer & Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June &, to sen 
their names and addresses, and the amount of their debt or claim, to Franc 
Thomas -Green liquidator, «c/o Messrs. Nairne, Son & Green, 64, Br dge-st., Men 
chester 

Dosirs ELecrric Tueatres, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before dune 8. te 
send in their names and nddresses, and the particulars of their debts or ms 
to Leonard Stowell. 1, Booth-st , Manchester, liquidator 

WRaira Steam Smireine Co., Lrp. (Ix LiquipaTion).—Creditors ari required, on « 
before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and th particulars of tl 
debts or claims, to William Alexander Young, 7, Union-ct., liquidator 

Marm Vate Patacy, Lrp. (IN Vouuntany Liquipation).—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 14, to send their names and addresees. and thi particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Mr. D. R. Blair, 187, Piceadill lator 

Broapwar Patsapivm (Eatine), Lap. (in Vouustary Liqurvstion).— Creditor 
required, on or before June 14. to send their names and addresses. afd tt 
Particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. D. R. Blair. 187 Piceadilly, liquidator 





a Witson & Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
Seis names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Willian 
Roberts MacGregor, 5, Fenwick st., Liverpool, liquidator 













the | 





| 
| 








NEW ANNUITY RATES. 


The attention of Solicitors is called to the newly 
revised and highly favourable rates for Annuities 
now offered by the CENTURY. 

Correspondence Invited. 


SPECIMEN RATES. ANNUITY PAYABLE HALF-YEARLY. 














For each £100 of Purchase Money. 

Age not less ; 

than Females Males. 
60 fx 10 6 £9 9 10 
65 918 6 ll 210 
70 1k 39 kO Is 8 & 

! 
‘* A strong, well-managed concern, Financial Tomes 


“One of the most conspicuously prosperous Offices of the present 
veneration.’ -—Insurance News. 

‘One of the best-managed Insurance Companies in Great Britain.”— 
Impressions. 

‘Originality and enterprise have marked the operations of the 


CENTURY throughout its career.”"—/ost Magazine. 


CENTURY 


INSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


London Office: 27, Queen Victoria Street, E.C. 4, 
HEAD OFFICE: 18, CHARLOTTE SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 





\ G. Govt ( I t ul 
ind r det ‘ Char 
0, Car i 
i it [vespar, May 2 
SAM ul r r t t 
i end t and part a t Willian 
Henry Shaw and Frank 8 lu ] it t 
Orns Miu Co., Lav.—tr r I ! or bef June 2 it 
na md addres ind the par t f their ts o1 ine Joseph 
Piatt, lquidat Or Mill ¢ I 12, « roh-la, Oldh 
Baim Mitis Estate Co., Lt { are required t f June 26, to send 
n their nau nd add: y I a t t ma, to John 
W m Throp, Colle st Birst near 
Bmin Co GARGRAVE LTD In VOLUNTA (y tore 
i nm « I June 26, t in ! s, and par 


t r claim to Josepl 






i I am An , t t r« ims t 
fhomas Keginald U: I nd, J, 5 t t t Hartlepool, | 
lator 
l Y ‘ bi 
Sikes fe ( | r uw) t 
a “ l al ub 
Heginalkd Bernard J uu, 1 ane, liquidat 
LANDS WORTH {oro a AGE r VoLunTargr Ligui nN (vs tor 
juired, om oF wfor Ju ll. to sem i their names nd ‘ “ 
rhicu of their « ‘ «la t Frederick Monta Hawnt, 110, 4 
yore-row, Birmin 
(uogisy BiLeachtne Co r re Junc BB 
ond their names nel kel re ‘ t mart are « t ré t or cla 
\ r Reid & R at 
' Hays I I Vo at ' 
J addr 
‘ t Bart iH I } I \l 
lat 
j (om So \ v r 
j Ju | 
at t sims « 5 | | 0 
j v, ow n sg t thx yuk 
Swi i > Lo 4 t a \ t 
? o al . d l bs | 
N ( s yuk r 
~ { ) (o I rs . r 
vi a hdr the par 
r No Or ej | udator 
{ HO ms US MBACK L7tD 4 tor ‘ } ‘ { 
“ul their and alt al the ‘ . 
H. P. Hollingdrake, 48, Shiffa st Bolt liq 
OOK Bak Picter Patace ( Lav.—(' t r r ile 
! 2. to eend the nat i address t ae 
claims to Charl Sydne Oroasdale, 55 larket-et ) ter yuiddator 
wasiout Picrvge Patace Co., Lep.—Creditors are requ i, on or before June 2 
to send their names and addresses, and the particular their «le or clain 
Charles Sydney Croasdak Market-st., Manchest« liquidat 
Rorasrares Co., Lrp In Votonrany Liqurpation.)—COreditore a required, on 
hefore June 22, to send particulars of their debts or ’ t 8 Jopp 


82, Belvedere-road, liquidator 
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Viatne Ortrietve Co., Lre.—Creditors are required, on or before June 90, to send 
in their names and addresses, _ particulars of their debts or elaims, to 


Harry Thomas, 170, Winchester House, Old Broad-st., liquidator 
London Gazette [vespar, June | 
Wittram Rost, ! Creditors are required, on or before June 23. to send their 
names an! “es, and part ars of their debts r « més, to Art aut 
William Br Silver-st. Ohambers, Bu: Lanes, liquidator 
Biackwoon Cornre Co., Lrp.—Oreditore are required, on or re June 3D 
send their na | addreases, and the particulers of their debts or claims 
to Willia M \ Lawrence Edm Slade, 2 mi 4, kk ane, Eastoheny 
rgwicla ft rs 
Resolutions for Winding- up Voluntarily. 
Lond Gazet Fripay, May 2 
Balm Mille Estate ( t Haynes, Lt 
Valerme Productions, Ltd Colorado Mortgage & Investment ‘ 
Quildecor Hinge ¢ L tel t 
¥Tolhursts ( t Work td ‘ost Off Buildings Co., Lt 
Rubaeti« lta Hall Uo., Ltd 
Biokk ‘ ¢ rst S Bat Robert Walker & Sons, Ltd 
Ltd ( t , &§ Ltd 
Rodney Clu t Bleaching 4 Ltd 
Brooks's Bar | ila n tor t 
Longsight Picture Palace ¢ Le Dutton (4 
Robt In nu 4 e « \ tt ) ler Batte ( 
lasia), dAd . ‘ t 
/ ( t ] DAY J l 
Penort Ste { ‘ Clea » Mort a r 
Bu & { 1 te ; Ka & Brother, Ltd 
Knieht lem rl ‘ t ‘ tut ‘ 
Knight Errant Tug ¢ ‘ a lta 
J. Broadhead & 8S | \ 5 Fie 4 ath 
Knight render ‘I ( l s. W er (% H 
William Brown & Nep! %. Symor Mart & Lte 
Patent Safety Labe! ¢ K s<wood ¢ flee ( Ltd 
Meunier & Oo., Ltd N rian Finance Syndicate, Lt 
L. ©. Lyons, Ltd Var ts, Ltd 
Westminster Ex t ( a! t nes Selwyn & ( Lt 
Co., Ltd 
'" © , 
Creditors’ Notices. 
pe 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Dar or CLAIM 
London Gazette FRIDAY M *} 
Atpovs, Gronat West Mersea, Essex, Mari 2 ( r \\ 
Colehester 
AutaN, NatTHaniet, Boxted july 3. Goody, & k Weather ( ter 
Banger, Pency Hvorron Notting Hill Jun 2 G H. Bart k Son, 13, St 
Swithin's-la 
Baxter, Mania, Carlish June 30. S. & H. B. tn Car 
Beant, Soruta, Fastbourn July 17. Charlee Anthon Br G I 
Beeties, Watrer Cartes, Matlock. July 4. Sol furner & K ht, 69, Alder 
mant ry 
Bensrep, Cuantes Samert, Foreet Hill, Dentist J 2% Ge Ernest Root, 7 
New-ct 
Bertier, Lovis Manis Prosres Rhone. Fran Silk Agent June 28 Riv & 
Milne & Gracechurch 
Baerrivenam, Coartes Enwarp Serrixnes, Boscom I tiut Ml l 
Wood Ryland & Parker, 15, Bloon ry 
Brooxixne, Etien Fraxces. Heywood. Norfol Jur 7 i att I 2 
Lis n's inn-flelds 
Bacenton, Mania pe ta Cantpap, Cochin, Brit Indie. June 2 Dowsons & 
Sankey, 18, Adam-st., Adelph 
Barerr, Rosert, Guildford. June 12. Wells & Philpot, Guildford 
Carrentrr, WitLiamM, Hove June 30. Letts Brothers, 8, Bartlett’s-bldgs 
Carter, Frances Etizasern Emitr, Weston-super-Mar Jur 23 k H. Bricht & 
Son, Maldon, Essex 
Cuimperns, Marr Enrzasern, South Bank, Yor June | ms Thom psor 
idlesbrough 
CHAMBERLIN, JaMes Witttam, Pangbourn: J 0. Brain & Brain, Rea 


Glam. May 29. Morgan, Bruce & Nich las, 


Covsins, Francis, Trealaw, Ponty 
pridd J 
Caasyey, Bexnatowx, South Creake, Norfolk, Bootmaker May 2B. E. B. Loynes & 


Son __ Son, Wells Norfolk 


THE LICENSES 





| 


| Dex, Henry, 


Davis Wiuttam Samcet Epmexp, Regent's Park-rd., Minera] Water Manufacturer 
June 25. Campbell, Hooper & Todd, 30, Golden-sq 
Wigan. July 6 Ackerley & Son, Wigan 


Dovetas, Reverend Dante, GREENHLLL, Bexhill-on-Sea. June 24. Hayton, Simpson 
& Fisher, Cockermouth. . 

Dowpbine, Watrer Exwesr, Ilford. June 30. Francis Miller & Steele, 6, Fins 
bury-s 

Forster - e Warsox, North Shields, Joiner. June 21. Brown & Holliday 


North Shiekls 
Faost, Jony, Derb June 18. 
Ganner, Manroant Helsby, 
Liverpool 
Gascolrantr ELizapera 
ford, Biyth 


W. Hollis Brigws, Derby. 


Chester June 21 Mason, Grierson 


& Martian 


Seaton Sluice, Northumberland. June 10. Lynn & Ruther- 


Ges PHomas, Guilthwaite,*near Rotherham. July 1. Harrop & Harrop, Rother 
nam 
Guees, Haznterr Leas, Bath. July 13. W. T. Chesterman & Sons, Bath. 
Gueex, Joms, Ashbourne, Estate Agent. June 11. Jno. R. Gaulter, Fleetwood 
| Guuprorp, Tuomas Rowisann, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Accountant. July 2. Allen & 
| Son, Soho 
Haw ALEXANDER WILLIAM, Barton Abbey. Oxford. June 24. Walsh & Walton, 
Oxford 
Haners, ANNte Maria Matraews, Twyford. June 30. Brain & Brain, Reading 
Henne, James Epwarap, Lampton, nesr Hounslow. June 3 Hogan & Hughes 





AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co., 


Arthur-st. 


Hewerr, Marr Prestox, Cheltenham July Huntley, Son & Phillips, Tooley-st 


Hrest, Hrmam, New Mill, near Hudderefield, Licensed Victualler. June 3. Heap 
Marshall & Heeley, Holmfirth 

Hitrarp, Svusannan ELizaseTe, Bex! n-Se June 30. Chas. A. Pead, Bexhill 
on-Sea. 

Howanp, Francis Coox, Fleetwood, Lancs Tobacconist June 11 Jn R. 


Gaulter, Fleetwood. 
Kenpatt, Joun, Scarborough. July 2. Turnbull & Sons, Scarborough 
Kine, Caantes Henry, Purley. June 20. Indermeur & Brown, 22, Chancery-las. 
Kirxrarrick, Vincent, Sutton Coldfield. June 2%. John N. & E. A. Cotterell, 


Walsall 

Liorp, Epwarp, Billiter-av., Sh ner Tuly 2. Ince, Colt, Ince & Roscoe, Fen 
church-st 

MacNeal, Maroarer, Poulton-le- Fy s. June M4. C.C. & D. Forrester Addie 


Fleet wood. 


Marcuant, Frepertce Wri, Canter)ury, New Zealand. June 21. Theodore 
Goddard & Co., 10, Serjeant nn 

Nicno.ts, Josera James, Belmont, in King’s County, Ireland, Engineer. June 2. 
Mackrell, Maton, Godlee & Quincey, 21, Cannon-st 

PantTriper, Emma, Harborne, PBirminghom. June 19. James Hall-Wright, Bir- 


mingham 


Parry, Rotanp Henry, Torquay. June | J. Y. Holt, Brémegrove. 

Peacock, Francis, Trimdon Gran Durham, Farmer. June &. J. W. Lodge 
Sedgefield, co. Durham. 

Perry, Henry, Tabard-st., Borough, Fishmonger. June 30. F. Duke & Son, 18 
and 19, Ironmonger-la 
1okew, ANN, Handsworth, Staff June 20. Edw Jaques & Sons, Birming 
ham 

Purncuase, Evizaneta, Walsall. June 244. H. Lenton Lester, Walsall 

RANDALL, Jonas Grones, Over, Cambridge, Grocer. July 1. Day & Son, Saint Ives 

Reap, Mary Any, St. Albans. June 24. Kingsford, Dorman & Co., 23, Essex-st 

Ritz, Cesan Jean, Switeerland. June 25. Treherne, Higgins & ¢ 7,Blooms 
pury sq. 

Reppte, Simeon, Netheravon, Wilts. June 1. Dixon & Mason, Pewsey, Wilts 

RvsHerooke, JosuHva, Sutton Cokifield. July 1 Johnson & ( Birmingham 

SPILMAN, James, Snaith, York. June 30. W. T. Silvester, Goole 

Sricen, Emtty, Sanderstead. June 18. H. W. & 8. Patey, 42, Finsbury-sq 

‘rretTton, JOHN, Littleover, Derby. June 30. W. Hollis Briggs, Derby 

Swann, Atrrep Povison, Cobridge, Colour Manufacturer June & Arthur 
Boulton, Burslem 

CaHomrson, Exnest Deptey, Wrington. June 12. Ford, Harris & Ford, Souther 

Varp, Frank, Coleby, Farmer. June 14. Ernest H. Godson, Sleaford. 


Wares, Kate Ampnrose, Seaford. June 30. Monro Saw & Co., 70, Queen-st 
Wooterr, James, Bolton-by-Bowland, York. June 17. J. H. Ramsbottom, Clither 
Wess, Lucy, Sonthampton-row. June 28. Scadding & a Gordon-sq 


Witt, Henry, Cricklewood. June 30. Alfred E. G. Copp, 11, Red Lion-sq 

WILttAMS, JOHN Parry, Exmouth. June 24. F. EF. Mete site, ’ Bristol 

Wriont, Evtzasets, Faversham. June 20. Bird & Bird, Gray’ 8 inn-sq. 

Wrient, Benraa Emtty, Felixstow: June 28 Bertea, Rose & Co., 57} Old 
Broad-st ’ 

Yates, Ans, Porthill, Staffs. June 24. Arthur Boulton, Burslem 

London Gazette rvrspay, May 2 

AMsrose, Jonn Gur Civuxton, Stan) near Colchester. June 30. Elwes & Turner 
Colchester 

Banrietp, Hezextan, Hadlow, Kent, Carpenter. June 30. Arthur Isard, 32 
Finsbury-sq 

Bartiett, Hargpineron ARtTaAvR, Regent's Park, Managing Director July ¢ 
Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 

Buiack, Atice Weitestey, Stockland. Devon. June 30. Wilde. Moor Wigston & 


S: Sapte, 21, College-hill. 











LTp. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 


FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, 


FIDELITY, GLASS, 





MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., 


etc. 





Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders. 





THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 percent. is the mest complete Policy ever offered to householders. 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium, 


te 


LICENSE 
INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS 
Suitable 








Clauses for 
Licensed Property settled by Counsel, will be sent on application. 





IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 


Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 


For Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.<. 








Hays0: 
Hamer 


Pats 
Pilar 
Park 
Rice, 


SHEal 


SHEwW 
Sxer, 


THO: 


TRIN 
Tours 
Tur 
War 


Wicl 
WIL 


Wit 
Smit 


WRa 


Am 


e FP 








920 


facturer 
Simpsop 
6, Fins. 
Holliday 


Martin 
Ruther- 
Rother. 
twood 

Allen & 
Walton, 


ling 
Hugh ‘ 


ooley-st 
Heap 
Bexhill 
Jno. R, 
y-la. 
otterell, 
oe, Fen 
r Addie, 
“heodore 
fune 27. 


it, Bir- 


Lodge, 
Son, 18 


irming- 


nt Ives 
c-at 
Blooms 


its 
m™ 


SS, 


ders. 


Iders, 


nium, 








June 5, 1920 


‘THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. {{Vol. 64.] 561 








—— - 


Cmsawer, Besxaton, South Oreake, Bootmaker. May 3. E. B. Loynes & Son, Wells, 
Norfolk. 


Omtersit, Mavp —S Hindhead. July 1. Walter J. Payne, 73, Basinghall-st 
Reverend Dawrmt Guxrwan, Bexhillon-Sea. June &%. Hayton, Simpson 

& Fisher, Cockermouth. 

Frars, Joun Writs, Rawoliffe, York. July 1. W. T. Silvester, Goole, Yorks 

FRaxxlin, Jessz, Tonbridge. June 90. Arthur J. Isard, 32, Finsbury-sq. 

HALL, CaTasrine, Woolston, near Southampton. June 30. Paris, Smith & Randal) 
Southampton. 

Haut, Alexander Witt, Barton Abbey, Oxford. June &%. Walsh & Walton 
Oxford 

Hayson, Hazkier, Borrowash, Derby. July 1. W. Hollis Briggs, Derby. 

Hamrisox, Grores, Bridlington, York. June 1. West & Son, Bridlington 

Hearson, Cuanies Epwarp, Camberwell, Engineer. June 30. W. Moon, Kingston 
Hill, Surrey. 

Hopeson, Reverend Wiit14M, Birmingham. June %4. Rowley, Chatwin & Emerson, 
Birmingham. 

Hopson, James, Horsforth, Leeds. July 1. G. D. Lumb, Leeds. 

Hutms, Witt, Hollingwood, Lancs., Tripe Dresser. June 7. J. R. & L. G 
Harries-Jones, Oldham. 

Buooxs-Hunt, Many Haneret Lovisa, Slough. June %. 
Lincoln's inn-fields. 

Jounsex, Witeeim Martin, Bromley. June 20. Sturton & Sturton, 74, Gri 
Tower-st. 

Jonss, Jexxin, Lianrhystyd. June 90. Smith, Davies & Jessop, Aberystwyth. 

Kyieut, Emir, Plymouth. June 3%. Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

Lams, Etizaserm Bartis, Plymouth. June 23. Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

Lamorer, Lorrvs, Oulton Broad, Suffolk. June 30. Holt & Taylor, Lowestoft 

Lesson, ARcHig Gorpon, Oulton Broad. June &% Holt & Taylor, Lowestoft 

Lewis, Alsent Caarizs, Dover, Builder. June 30. Mowll & Mowll, Dover. 

Lovisy, Marr Jans, Sheffield. June 30. Rodgers & Co., Sheffield. 

Lorp, Erxyest Ricuarp, Horeefair, Birminghem, Licensed Victualler. July 5. 
Walter J. Rabnett, Birmingham. 

Mepniman, Faanx, Koutsford, Chester. June & Hore, Pattisson and Bathurst, 
48, Lincoln's inn-fields. 

Patteipes, Frepericx, Plymouth. June 23. Shelly & Johns, Plymouth. 





Pennington & Son, 64 


Piarer, Hannam Mapetine, Bristol. June 30. Abbot, Pope & Abbot, Bristol. | 


Parkes, Epwanp, Colchester. June 30. Elwes & Turner, Colchester. 

Rice, Jane Evtzasera, South Collinghem. June 21. Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark 
on-Trent. 

SHEARMAN, Ettza Weston, Upper Tooting. June 30. Golding, Hargrove & Golding, 
99, Cannon-st. 

SHEWELL, ALice, St. Helens, Lancs. June 30. Barrow & Cook, St. Helens. 

Sxex, Fraycis Wakerieiy Rvussett, Maida-vale. June 30. Elwes & Turner, Col- 
chester. 

Tuomas, Jonn Dosson, Chicago, U.S.A. July 3. Colyer & Colyer, High Holborn. 

Toots, Francis, Hove. June 21. Nye & Clewer, Brighton. 

Trinenam, Ligwsityn Watkin Howew, Flint. July 31. Hepworth & Co., Finsbury 

Turner, Henny Guisatzs, Taunton. July 20. Surr & Co., 6, Laurence Pountney-hill. 

Torwer, AMeLia Amery, Guildford. July 31. Hepworth & Co., Finsbury. 

Watss, Erurarm, Prifces Risborough, Bucks. June 30. R. 8. Wood & Co., High 
Wycombe. , 

Watson, Witttam, Nottingham, Farmer. June 21. 
on- - 

Wicgs, Emitr Atics, Colchester. June 25. Thompson, Smith & Son, Colchester 


Wittrams, Evan, Llangefni, Anglesey, Physician. Jyne 2%. Willm. Thornton 
Jones, Bangor. 


Witson, Wittiam Henry, Sheffield. June 5. J. W. Fenoughty, Sheffield. 
SMITH-Winsy, Jonn, Walton-on-the-Hill. July 31. Parker, Garrett & Co., Cornhil! 
Wootiey, Hermann, Manchester. July 6. Dendy & Paterson, Menchester 
WaTistaw, Epirm CaTnerine, Colchester. June 30. Elwes & Turner, Colchester 


Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark- 





Messrs. TRotLore have sold the freehold properties 12, 14, Wilfred 
street, Westminster. 


Messrs. TROLLOPE have purchased, on behalf of a client, the freehold 
properties Nos. 21, 22, 34, 35 and 54, Marsham-street, and 68, 70 and 
72, Horseferry- road, Westininster, Messrs. Humbert & Flint acting for 


las derived 





the vendors. The freehold of No. 29, Marsham-street has also. just 
been disposed of by Messrs. Trollope. 





THE NEW POOR. 


The hardest hit class are the people whose income 
solely from Investment. What meant 
comfort in pre-war days now means a struggle to 


make ends meet. 


Many have found a way out of the difficulty by exchang- 
ing investments which brought them poor return, for an 
Annuity which gives them a larger and a safer and fixed 


income ‘for life. One man.a retired Solicitor, whose income 


| became quite insufticient for his needs realised his former 
investments and purchased an Annuity from the Sun Life 


of Canada, which more than doubled the old income. His 
age at the time of making the change was 69, and for each 
£1,000 he gets £133 7s. per He is thoroughly 
content and now faces the heavy taxation and the increased 


annum 


cost of living with equanimity. 

The Sun Life of Canada issue Annuities at all ages and 
for any amounts, both men and women. They can 
cover single lives or the lives of two or three or indeed 
There are also deferred Annuities where a 
man can forego immediate capital, 
for the sake of a greatly increased return in the years 
when he is unable to earn his own living. 

The Sun. Life 


any number. 
advantage from his 


Assurance Company of Canada was 
incorporated in 1865. Its record is one of continual 
progress. In 1914 its assets were valued at over £13,000,000, 
to-day they reach a total of £23,000,000. These valuations 
have been made on a most conservative basis. Being a 
Canadian Company its aflairs come under stricter Govern- 
ment supervision than is exercised over any English 
Company, the Canadian laws on Life Assurance are very 
much more stringent than those operating in the British 
Isles. This is all to the benefit of those who have dealings 
with the Sun Life of Canada. It eliminates risk, it gives 
the Policy holders and Annuitants what is practically a 
Government guarantee. 


Full details of very interesting and profitable methods of 
dealing with capital will be sent on application to :— 


J. F. Junkin (Manager), Sun Lite of Canada, 
Canada House, Norfolk Street, W.C. 2. 





Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Turspar, May 18. 
ADJUDIOCATIONS. 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 20. 
Agent. Pet. Jan. 3 


FRirpMann, Jose, Dalston, Leather Handle Mrker HorsHam, ALrraep O 
High Court. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. : ; nee ; : 4. Pi 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. Jongs, Groner, Islington. 


April 21. Ord. May 18 
Davies, WitiamM, Glamor 
Cardiff. Pet. May 18. 


Hewey, Reorvatp L., St 


OCottise, Henry Nowan, Regent-st 
gan, Licensed 


Erpmaxn, M., & Sow, Rollins-st 
Pet. May 11. Ord. May 18. 


Ord May 19 


High Court King's Lyon. 


Pet. | Witson, James Hennr, Wisbech, Grocer 
_— Pet. May 18. Ord. May 15. 


Victualler 


Ord. May 18, 
Timber Merchants 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Oottten, Henny Nowan, Regent-st June 1 at WU. 
Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st. 


| Dean, Minnis, Wallasey, Widow. May @ at 11.30 
Off. Reo., Union Marine-bldgs., 11, Dale-st., Liver 


John’s Wood Park, Motor 


Iiford, Essex, Motor Engi- 


Chelmsford. Pet. April 30. Ord. May 19 pool. 


High Court. Pet. March 


Ord. May 19 Ernpman, M., & Sow, Rollins-st., Timber Merchanta. 
Pamity, Tuomas Bernanp, Tivetshall, Norfolk. Not- | Kitz, Aseanam, Walworth-rd.. Wholesale Clothicr June 1, at 12. Bankruptey-bldge., OCarey-st. 
tingham. Adju. May 18, 1906. Apnnul. May 12, . High —— Pet. March 26. Ord. ~ 19. | Gissons, Sittis Keira, Brighton, Merchant. Mey 28 at 
Opais, Frepextcx, Salford, Pianoforte Tune Sel- | 2.30. Off. Re 12a. Marlborough-pl., Brighton. 
Regan, Jomx, Huddersfield, Carrier. Huddersfield. fo Pet. May 18. Ord. May 18 agg Pes dpe, No type tte ~ 
Adju. April 17, 1912. Annul. May 13, 1920. Perusy, Waren Wiis, Mildenball, Suffolk, Fich- | 4, THomss, Woking, Clook Repsirer. May 28 et 11. 
; 132, York-rd., Westminster Bridge rd. 


London Gazette.—Faipar, May 21. May 1 
y Russs11, iain, Chiswick, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Ord. May 18. 
Swinpsit, 


Bacon, Cmantzs Witrnip, New Malden, Garage Clerk. 
Croydon. Pet. Ly 19. Ord. May 19. 

Canvoirm Oo Shoreb 

Pet. April 29. "ord. May 18 





Dentist. Brighton. 





monges. Bury St. Edmunds. Pet. May 17. Ord 


tomes, Crookes, Sheffield, Puddler. Shef ~ 

field. Pet. Mey 18. Ord. May 18. bldgs., Oarey-st. 
Tunwsr, Frepsricek WHatier 
Pet. May 14. Ord. May 14, 


Hener, Reotwacy L., St. John’e Wood Park, Motor 
Brentford. Pet. April 7. Agent. June 1 at 12. Bankroptey-bidgs., Carey-st 


Jones, Geones, Islington. June 2 et 11. Bankruptcy 


Salford. | Karrz, Asmanam, Walworth-rd., Wholesale Clothier. 
June 2, et 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st. 


Manchester 
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DR. BARNARDO’S, 





CHARTER: 
‘No Destitute Child ever Refused 
Admission.” 


No Waiting List. 
89,102 Children have been admitted. 
9,102 since war broke out, a large number 
being children of Soldiers and Sailors 
7,335 Boys and Girls average in residence. 
300 Boys in Training for the Navy. 
10,715 Barnardo boys fought for us on 
land and sea in the Great War. 
Bequest Forms on application to the Gent. Secretary 
lonvrary Director, WILLIAM BAKER, Eey., M.A., LL.B. 
tead Offices: 18 to 26, STEPNERY CaUsEWwaY, LonvON, &. 








SAVE THE CHILDREN. 
CHILDREN’S A\D SOCIETY. 


President: Lorp ABERDARE. 
2,000 saved from misery or 


distress yearly. 


Bankers: Messrs. BARCLAYS BANK, LD. 
Street, 3.W.1 
OMiee : Victoria House, 117, Victoria Street, 8. W. 1. 


ARTHUR J. 8. MADDISON, 


95, Victoria 


Secretary 














THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUND 
APP SLALS 
FOR 
A LIVING WAGE 
FOR 
THE ASSISTANT CLERCY AND WORKERS 
EAST LONDON, 
Help by Legacy greatly valued. 
The Secretary, 


83, Bedjord Square, W.C. 1. 











LAW ASSOCIATION, 
For 
the Benefit 
of Widows and 
Families of Solicitors 
fn the Metropolis and 
Vicinity. Inestituted 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annva! Sub- 
ecriptivns and by Donations. This 
Association consists of Solicitors taking out 
London Certificates and of retired Solicitors 
who have practised under London Certificates; 
and its Objects are (amongst others) : To grant relief 
to the Widows and Children of any deceased 
Member, or if none, then to other reiatives 
depenvent on him for support rhe 
Relief afforded last year amounted 
wo £1,5;'2 <A Subscription of 
One Guinea per s«nnum 
constitutes a Member 
and a payment of 
Ten Galieas Mem- 
bership for 
Life. 
Applications to be made to the ae, BE. Evelyn 
Barron, 8, Gray's-inn-place, London W.U 





THE 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION ACT 


from the working man’s standpoint. 
By 
JACOB PARKINSON, Solicitor, 
Price, post free for 2s. 2d. from 
N. LING & CO., Publishers, 6, ASHTON ST., LYTHAM 





RACINGS AND PLANS for Deeds, 

Agreements, and Leases executed, Small 
lane by return of poet. Moderate charges.— 
4 A. RAYFIELD, 3, Bromiley Common, Bromiey, 
cent 





YOR SALE, large pigeon-holed Cupboard, 

9 ft. 4 8 ft., or two 9 ft. by 4 ft.; suitable 

ior Sol.citors; good condition.—Apply, "GENERAL 
REVERSIONARY, 61, Careyetreet, W.C. 2 


SOLICITOXM, 


about 10 years’ standing, 

W anted by important old-esta bisheu 
wondon Limited Company; Commercial Bxper- 
ence and Knowledge of Uonveyanucing and beta 
Management desirame; ealary waole time.— 
Send tuvi particulars and reterences, with salary 
required to Z. RK. 99%, care of Deacons, Leaden- 
hail-etreet, EC. 3. 








ENGROSSING CL ERK, used to 

Accounts, Wanted by Sokcitors in Midland 
luwn.—Keply, stating ealary, &., to A. LOW, 
care of Jordan & Sons, Limited, 116, Chanoery- 
lane, W.C. 2 


] i W 





M: ANAGING CLERK (qualified Solicitor) 
Wanted for country town in Northum- 
ber.and; must be competent to work without 
supervis:on in Common Law and Prowvate; good 
ealiary to suitable man.—Appuy, stating age and 
expemence and sacary asked, to Box 40, care of 
wr aigitess’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 
ia o 





TOLICLTUR’S CUNVEYANCING 
CLERK Wanted in Newcastie-upon-lTyne.— 
write, stating age, qualifications and salary ex- 
pected, to UV. 8., care of J. W. Vickers & Co., 
Lid., 5, Nucholae-lane, E.C. 


SSISTAN'T COSTS CLEKK Wanted 

in City Office; salary £5 108. to commence. 

—write, “ ». B,” care of J. W. Vickere & Lo., 
Litd., 5, Nicholas-lane, E.C 


AW. 
West 
(admitted); 
Accounts and 








Solicitors in 
Clerk 


~Wanted 
End of 


by firm of 
London, Managing 
well versed in Conveyancing, ‘lrust 
Estate Duty Work, and some 
knowledge of Pr.vate Company, liie Assurance 
aud Keversionary Work; age 50-40; state experi- 
ence and salary desired.—Apply by letter, giving 
particulars and when available, to “ B.,” care ot 
ha arners, 291, Oxford-street, W.C. 1. 


' AW. — Admitted Solicitor required to 
manage West End otice itor firm of City 
must be capatwe and expemenced.— 


Box Wo, care of M.teheil’e Advertiang 
Snow-hili, E.v, 1. 





w rite, 
Agency, 1, 


te civors ; 





15 (), 00 available for Investment in 
aa vw Private Limited Companies, 
wavemcu active services of investors can be 
arranged tor as Directors, Company secretarnes, 
Accouutants, &c.; advert.eer has waiting a large 
numver of chents, and wili share We uss 
commission on capital with those who iitro 
duce openings in sound compames.—Write, 
Box 1,36¥, sels, 167, Fleet-spreet, E.U, 4 


£3, OQU0 2nd Mortgage at 10 per cent 

Wanted to complete a £15,000 
propeccy purchase for early resale; Conveyance 
open.—r OX, 16, Great New-street, EX. 


ETECTIVES. — Confidential Inquiries 
made by male and female experis in all 
matters requiring secrecy and reuabiity Dy 
BULLIVANT’S Detective Agency, 156, Corporat.ou- 
street, Birmngham. Central 4093. (Establuehed 
21 years.) 











‘7 | 6 per cent. Interest from 
+ 8. d, Business Premises between 
Bond-street and Regent-street; equai to Free- 
hold: let on full repairing lease for W years 
without break. Price £25,000—Partioulars from 
MAY & ROWDEN, 27, Maddox-street, Regent-street, 
Ww. 1. 





EED BOXES and PIGEON HOLES.— 
Wooden Lockers, fitted up with pigeon 
holes, 0 by 15 by 15 in., for sale at 10s. each; 
also tin boxes of various sizes at bargain prices. 
—Apply * banana Office, 89, Shepherdess-walk, 

Oity-road, 

YOLICITOK’S BOOKCASE, 7 by 9 
double-fronted, glass, pitch pine, shelves 


on pigeon hoied, brief size, sides and under; 
S targaia. —H., 120, Palaceroad, Tulse Hil. 








RON BOX or SAFE, Fireproof, 25 by 21 in., 
with double action lock; price, £5.—Apply 
to V., 10, Union-court, Old Broad-street, E.C. 





SUDAN GOVERNMENT. 


LEGAL DEPARTMENT. 

A Law Clerk between the ages of 21 and 24 ang 
unmarried is required in the Advocate-General’s — 
Office, Legal parument, Khartoum. He mug 
have had experience in a solic.tor’s office, have 
a working knowledge of shorthand and typing. 
A knowlédge of accounts is also deirable. The 
commencing salary is £E21 (twenty-one Egyptiag 
pounds) monthly, plus at the peesens t.me a war 
bonus of 40 per cent. monthly. An Egyptian 
pound is equivaient to about #1 0s. 6d. sterling, 

Full particulars of the appointment can 
obtained from The Chief Olerk, to Sir Arthur 
Webb, K.U.M.G., Queen Anne’s-chambers, 
Broadway, Westminster, London, 8.W., and 
communicationg should be marked on the en 
velope “ SUDAN OLERICAL APPOINTMENT.” 


G. we R. 
DEPARTMENT OF uM. PROCURATOR- 
GENSLRAL and TekHASURY SULICILUR. 


Immediate vacancies exist for five temporary 
Proiess.cuai Orerks tor Uvonveyanoimg work ip 
this vepartmMent at 42D INC.UB.VEe Baiacy Ol 2aoW& 
year. VUsenulua.es ahouia be admilved Saquicilom, 
a0dg prelerenee Wii be g.ven lor War Services, 

Applleauous, W.tOo copies Of tes..moniala 
should ve made to the Private Seole.ary, Umes 
Ol ital, Procuracor-GeLerai aud ire@eury Souler 
wr, s.orey’s Uae, dt. Jamess Mark, 5S.W. 1. 





EGAL AND ‘GEN YERAL ASSUR- 
ANLS SUvsedi, saiv,, 
10, FLERT pTKEaT, EV. 4. 


The Proprietors of this Sucicty are requested to take 
Dvb.ce tiuas be VIVAUEND ior wie CUrrlul pear will 
rALaADLS un T..Ursday, ce ibe uay Vidi, UcAlL. WW artaulé 
fuf Buch DIVideuu ab tue Face us 21 ils, pet sare, Licegt 
fucvwe Lax, wal ve luiwacued UY pote ull Weuuesusy, is 
oUlD lueleaus, Lue Wanslér vovis Ul tin Duley Wis 
Clyeed Liv tue low Ww SlLN lmelaul luvilalye. 

By vruer vi tue pourd, 
BE, VULQuUMUUN, 
Avvuary and Manager. 

June, 1920. 


j? SULICLTURS, &c., Desirous of having 

BRANCHES in Tnktsb suuln COasf 
LOW No, with NU expenses as to SiAc¥ or Bont, 
Auct.oueers, having Auction Galer.es Of 
bourk UCousl, would be p.eased Ww allow 4 
inusiS) a brass or otoer p.ate outside tne thre 
branches mentioned; answer ali cai.6; arrange 
cullame @appo.ntments; and privace omeces for 
consultations, togetner with introduct.oug tor 
compie.10ns, WOich May ensue, il the right Maa, 
able to command capital on mortgages would 
ensue. ‘lhis 16 @ sysenaid opportunity for & 
young man just out of his articles to command 
aimoet an uumediate vusiness, and i the chanes 
ot a lifetime. No repiies wili be cous.dered um 
lesg the tullest detaiis of applicants are set out 
Letters only to “ LEGAL,” care of No. 1, South 
ampton-street, Ringwood. 








KTICL&ES.— Young Man, well-connected 
seeks ARTICLES w.th Solicitor practising, 
or about to commence practice, in tae City oF 
W est-End; can introduce tair amount of business 
(mostly conveyancing) immed.acely, view 
nerahip on expiry of art-.cles and ultimate sue 
session, capital available at once.—Will any 
solicitor having vacancy please wr.te, first im 
stance, “ Lex,” Box 1479, Seli’s Advertising Offices, 
Fleet-street, 'E.C. 4. 


PS*Sk20800UN AND DISTRICT 
PROCESS and ENQUIRY AGENCY— 
LEGAL DOCUMENTS SERVED. Enquiries made; 
radius twenty miles—Postal address, the 
P.D.P.E.A., 59, Midland-road, Peterborough. 


THE BRITISH LAW 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 








HEAD OFFICE: 


5, LOTHBURY, BANK, LONDON, E.C. 2. 


With Branches thrvughout the United Kingdom. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE, BURGLARY, 
PERSUNAL AUCIDENT, 


FIRE, 

EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, 

THIRD PARTY, MOTORS, LIFTS, BOILERS 
PROPERTY OWNERS INDEMNITY, 
LOSS OF PROFITS DUE TU FIRE, 
GLASS BREAKAGE, LIVE sTOCK, 


Applications for Agencies invited. 





having 
COasr 
Bowl, 


in 
Offices, 


LGLARY, 
CIDENT, 
,OLLERS 





